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1 
Introduction 
Over the years a number of researchers have presented 
attempts to define and deal with the structural properties of 
cognition. Much of the early work, however, was very 
restricted in nature, being concerned with simple and quite 
specific situations. 
Recently, there has been a growth of interest in broader 
conceptualizations. One such area of activity in experimen­
tal personality theory concerns information processing. The 
recently proposed "cognitive complexity" theory of Schroder, 
Driver, and Streufert (1967) is the most thoroughly 
formulated example of this approach. In their book, "Human 
Information Processing," Schroder et al. propose a personali­
ty theory which resembles the famous ïerkes-Dodson Law that 
moderate, rather than high or low levels of motivation pro­
duce optimal performance. The cognitive complexity theory of 
Schroder et al. describes conceptual structure as an impor­
tant determinant of human information processing in certain 
kinds of complex task environments. In general, they feel 
that the more differentiated this structure is, the more ef­
fective the individual's performance will be. To account for 
environmental influences on conceptual level (Suedfeld 6 
Streufert, 1966; Stager, 1967) Schroder et al. postulate a 
fasily of inverted U-shaped cvrwas relating the degree of 
complexity in the environment to the characteristics of per­
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formance. 
The common method used for testing cognitive complexity 
theory has involved the administration of a battery of meas­
ures to subjects. The obtained scores are examined for evi­
dence of the various levels of integration in cognitive 
functioning. The typical finding is that the measures seem 
to have little in common and appear only marginally effective 
in assessing the dimensions of complexity (Scott, 1962, 1963, 
1969; Vannoy, 1965). 
Recently, however, studies were completed by Conrad and 
Dickinson {1972a, 1972b) which, for the first time, attempted 
to use a multiple-cue task and a policy-capturing task for 
the evaluation of cognitive complexity. The results indicat­
ed that the multiple-cue approach was a promising one worth 
further investigation. 
The research reported here is an extension of the 
initial studies conducted by Conrad and Dickinson (1972a, 
1972b). The focus is on a situation frequently appearing in 
the literature of industrial psychology, that of job desira­
bility ratings (àltschul, 1971; Dudycha, L. 8. & Naylor, 
1966; Dudycha, A. L. & Naylor, 1966; Naylor S Sherry, 1965; 
Wherry B Naylor, 1966). The experiments utilize measurement 
procedures derived from both the experimental personality and 
probabilistic-functionalism research traditions to evaluate 
predictions from cognitive complexity theory. 
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Literature Review 
Ço9niti7e_Çom2lexit%_Thegr% 
A number of researchers have presented attempts to 
define and deal with the structural properties of cognition 
(e.g., Biggins, 1968; Zajonc, 1968). Much of the research, 
however, has been quite narrow in scope and the assessment 
techniques developed so situation specific as to be of little 
value in measuring complex behaviors (Scott, 1962, 1963, 
1969; Vannoy, 1965) . 
An attempt to develop a broad research paradigm that 
could be applied to complex behavior was presented in 1961 by 
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder, They viewed the self as being 
synonymous with an individual's totality of concepts. The 
evolution of an individual's conceptual domain was described 
in terms of changes in his conceptual mediating processes. 
Developmental stages were specified that were more a function 
of structural variables (those concerned with information 
combination) than content variables (those concerned with 
what and how much information is learned and remembered). 
Harvey et al. defined two basic characteristics useful 
for indexing conceptual processes; differentiation, an index 
of the stable, elementary dimensions an individual uses, and 
integration, an index of the complexity of an individual's 
own + hoo 4 "T-i TI rr Tho <a wo 1 rtnmpn of arsatST 
differentiation and integration renders the individual less 
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dependent on the physical aspects of his world and allows the 
perception of more varied goals and means to their 
attainment. An individual's new interpretations of the same 
event produces more and nore intégra tiveljr complsx structural 
properties. This results in increased specificity and com­
plexity in systematizations and a greater mastery over the 
environment. 
The formulations of Harvey et al. served as the stimuli 
for a number of studies probing specific aspects of complexi­
ty. Included are experiments reported by Harvey (1962, 1963, 
1964, 1966), Hunt (1963), Schroder and Harvey (1963), Scott 
(1962), Streufert (1966), Streufert, Clardy, Driver, Karlins, 
Schroder, and Suedfeld (1965), Streufert and Driver (1965), 
Streufert and Schroder (1965), Streufert, Suedfeld, and 
Driver (1965) , and Suedfeld (1964) . These studies greatly 
extended knowledge about the cognitive processes of 
differentiation and integration in task performance. Another 
result was that the comparison of the indices of 
differentiation and integration was broadened to include both 
conceptual complexity (a function of personality) and stimu­
lus complexity (a function of the environment). 
A thorough revision and extension of the Harvey et al. 
(1961) theory incorporating the results of most of the com­
plexity studies repor+ad hetween 1961 and 1967 was completed 
by Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) and Streufert and 
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Driver (1967), 
Basic Hypotheses 
Schroder et al. (1967) postulate that the effect of cer­
tain environmental characteristics on differentiation and in­
tegration can be represented as a family of inverted U-shaped 
curves. It is their belief that structure, as it is 
reflected in the level of integrative complexity of the indi­
vidual, affects behavior as specified by three general 
hypotheses: 
...Hypothesis I; Information processing by "people in 
general" (individual differences disregarded) reaches a 
maximum level of structural complexity at some optimal 
level of environmental complexity.... Increasing or de­
creasing environmental complexity... from the optimal 
point...lowers the conceptual level, as indicated by the 
reduction in the level of information processing in­
volved in behavior...[p. 36]. 
..« Hypothesis II; ...individual differences in 
conceptual level (in one stimulus domain) measured 
around the mid or optimal point on the scale of environ­
mental complexity will progressively decrease as the en­
vironment becomes more extreme in either direction...[p. 
39]. 
...Hypothesis III: Compared to the U curve for 
integratively simple structures, that for complex struc­
tures... (a) is always higher (generates more 
integratively complex information processing behavior) 
over the mid-ranges of environmental complexity, and 
egual at the extreme ranges of environmental complexity; 
and (b) reaches its optimal point at higher levels of 
environmental complexity.p. 40]. 
The nst rs-ult of these hypotheses is that hshavlor is seen 
as having different functions for different levels of cogni-
6 
tive complexity. In addition, Schroder et al. postulate very 
different information processing for individuals with cogni­
tive structures of differing levels. 
In the simplest (most undifferentiated or concrete) 
conceptual structure, information is handled primarily by 
compartmentalization within a relatively fixed integrative 
hierarchy. There are very few degrees of freedom for inter­
pretation, and few alternatives to be considered. Stimuli 
which cannot be readily assimilated into existing categories 
are either distorted or excluded. Information processing is 
categorical, swift, and may be inefficient. 
Progression to more abstract conceptual structure in­
volves the ability to generate more varied schemata, and to 
develop strategies for comparing, relating, and combining 
them. Information processing is not so absolute. While the 
individual's command of a variety of perspectives increases 
the amount of information he has at his disposal. His prob­
lem solving can be more vicarious or "internal," and is less 
easily predictable from knowledge of his present situation 
and past experience. 
A maximally differentiated mediating structure permits 
the individual to organize and relate schemata in many ways, 
and thus to compare different systems of interacting vari­
able?: Persons fiinrr + inni ng at this high level of concentual 
abstractness are expected to be superior processors of com­
7 
plex information characterized by the ability to assimilate 
diverse stimulus inputs, develop a variety of perspectives 
and patterns of interactions, and delay decisions. 
^MÇtural_çharacteristiçs 
The basic structural characteristics of the system pro­
posed by Schroder et al. (1967) for evaluating cognitive 
domains include: 
1. Di-f f erent iat ion : the number of elementary dimensions 
(stable, unique orderings of stimuli) in a complex cog­
nitive structure... 
2. Discrimination; the fineness of the organization 
among stimuli that are ordered along a given dimen­
sion. .. 
3. Integration: the complexity of the schemata that de­
termine the organization of several dimensions involved 
in a.. .cognitive structure...[p. 165]. 
Differentiation is not considered a key aspect of cogni­
tive complexity theory. It is an index of the number of 
functionally unique parts which delimit the stimulus domain 
for the person. When more parts are available people will 
have greater potential for complex organization. 
Discrimination is an aspect of each dimension and char­
acterizes the distinctiveness of dimension stimuli. Included 
as its measurable elements are: stimulus range, fineness of 
stimulus discrimination, delay of s+innilns assignment, and 
flexibility of rules for stimulus separation. Possession of 
8 
any or all of the elements of discrimination contributes to 
an individual's potential for complex organization. 
Integration is the most important aspect for the evalua­
tion of cognitive domains. Assessment of this ability in­
volves the complexity of the rules organizing the dimensions 
of a domain as veil as schemata from other domains. 
The fact that the basic structural characteristics are 
not independent has been a problem for complexity theory. 
Coupled with nonstandard measurement of the overlapping con­
structs, this has made it difficult, if not impossible, to 
assess accurately the unique contributions of the three char­
acteristics to information processing. Horeover, this 
confusion has resulted in the development of two different 
approaches to complexity theory (Streufert, 1970). Both con­
sider the dimensions into which subjects sort stimulus 
information and view differentiation as a necessary 
precondition for integration. One approach, however, is pri­
marily concerned with differentiation, the other with inte­
gration. 
In a series of three experiments attempting to resolve 
the differences between the two approaches, Streufert (1970) 
assessed the effects of three aspects of environmental com­
plexity (information load, failure, and success) and the com­
plexity of personality s+rncture on differentiation and inte­
gration. He found that the inverted U-shaped curve predic­
9 
tions of Schroder et al. held for integration in decision 
making but not for differentiation, 
Schneider and Giambra (1971), however, reported some 
results which make the conclusions of Streufert (197 0) less 
acceptable. Their experiment utilized a concept identifica­
tion problem in which it was possible to specify exactly the 
rules for connecting the components of the stimulus universe. 
Schneider and Giambra hypothesized that high complexity in­
dividuals would obtain information more efficiently than low 
complexity individuals (make fewer errors, seek information 
about more stimuli, and utilize more concept rules). They 
also hypothesized that individual differences would be pre­
dicted better from measures of integrative complexity than 
from measures of differentiation. Support was found for the 
theoretical predictions from cognitive complexity theory. 
Higher complexity subjects obtained the additional informa­
tion necessary to identify the concept more efficiently and 
with fewer errors than did lower complexity subjects. 
Schneider and Giambra did not, however, find differences in 
the variety of rules used. In a second experiment, they 
found a reversal of the complexity effect of the first exper­
iment and replicated their finding of no differences in the 
variety of rules used. They also found a significant inter-
Ko4*woûti + Imad a n ^  nl ov 4 v loirol i n -f'hû 
second study which they believed to be a function of the 
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omission of pretraining in that experiment. 
Schneider and Gianbra interpreted their results as indi­
cating that, .low-integrative-complexity individuals may 
function more efficiently than individuals of higher complex­
ity in situations where the task is very complex and where no 
prior experience (i.e., training) has occurred..."[p. 272]. 
In addition, they speculated that this effect might be ex­
plained by the consideration that high-intégrative-complexity 
individuals generate so many alternatives that they are 
unable to integrate them unless they have had some additional 
experience. 
The overlapping definitions of the basic structural 
characteristics continue to be a problem for complexity 
theory. Ho study has yet been reported which attempts to 
assess cognitive complexity theory in a design permitting 
evaluation of the contributions of each of the three struc­
tural characteristics. 
11 
amltiElë_Çue_Probabilit%_Inferençe 
If cognitive complexity theory is to be tested empiri­
cally, a means must be developed for assessing the hypothe­
sized structural components. A procedure which appears 
admirably well suited for this role is the multiple-cue prob 
ability inference task. 
The_MultiRle-çue_Model 
Probabilistic cue learning is based on the concept that 
experiments in psychology should be realistic models of the 
world as it exists. Although this concept has many histori­
cal antecedents in psychology, it is commonly credited to 
Brunswik (1956). In formalizing his psychology of "repre­
sentative design," Brunswik began with the assumption that 
behavior is a function of the environment and that the envi­
ronment, in turn, is probabilistic. 
The relationship between an individual and his environ­
ment is conceptualized in a "lens model" paradigm. In this 
model, the initial focus of the "process details" is the 
distal stimulus (Ye). The distal stimulus is a "measured 
physical property of an object in the environment." The 
process details represent energy changes produced by the 
source which yield a pattern of proximal effects (X's) for 
tli£ orqznlzz. Thccc prozizal effects occyr on a sensory 
surface of the organism and function as cues (the lens part 
12 
of the paradigm). Bithin the organism, these cues are trans­
lated into another set of "process details" which mediate the 
final perceptual process. This final response is the re­
sponse of the organism (Ts), the terminal focal variable of 
the model. 
Within the scope of the model are included several im­
portant basic concepts which are functional resultants of the 
interrelationships hypothesized. These are: ecological 
validity, the uncertain relationships between the distal var­
iable and its proximal effects; cue utilization, the rela-
tionship between the proximal effects and the perceptual re­
sponses; and functional validity, the relationship between 
the distal variable and the perceptual responses it creates. 
Multiple-cue probability learning tasks, following the 
paradigm outlined by Brunswik, have proven to be guite 
popular, particularly in research on human judgment process­
es. This is due, in a large part, to the representativeness 
of multiple-cue tasks to real-world decision making situa­
tions. Multiple-cue tasks also have the advantage that they 
can be varied extensively in both complexity and uncertainty. 
Many diverse tasks can be easily obtained by varying the 
number of cues related to the criterion, the uncertainty of 
the cues, or the form of the relationship between the cues 
aad ths critcrics i<i79} . 
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Variables Affecting Multiple-Cue Judgments 
Unfortunately, although the multiple-cue paradigm has 
been utilized in many studies, there is still little informa­
tion available about the manner in which subjects use multi­
ple cues in order to form their unitary judgments about the 
criterion. There has been success, however, in identifying 
some crucial variables. Todd and Hammond (1965) found that 
lens-model feedback, which allows the subject to compare his 
dependency on cues with their ecological validities, results 
in better learning of multiple-cue tasks than traditional 
outcome feedback which only specifies the correct answer, k 
similar finding was reported by Newton (1965). Slovic (1966) 
noted that cue consistency influenced the manner in which a 
person utilized information when making a judgment. He also 
found evidence that considerations of a cue's intrinsic 
validity take precedence over considerations of its reliabil­
ity in determining whether the cue would be used or 
discounted. Ohl (1963) reported differential learning rates 
in multiple-cue tasks containing different cue validities. 
Cue utilizations approximated relative cue validities when 
the squared multiple correlation was greater than or equal to 
.67. Squared multiple correlations of smaller size resulted 
in a marked decrease in cue utilization. Wallach and Kogan 
A A ^ •C "K O QaVAQ f f&r 
^ ^ «y J f ^ VA ^ W A» A* -w** v v — ••• — — — — — _ ... 
from multiple-cue formated problems designed to be highly 
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uncertain in structure. Also, there is evidence from studies 
by Brunswik (1956), Rommetviet (1960), and Happoport (1963, 
1965) that subjects' cognitive orientation toward tasks, that 
is, whether they have analytical or intuitive cognitive sets, 
is often a decisive factor determining performance. 
The number of cues in the cue profiles has also been 
found to influence performance on multiple-cue tasks. 
Hoffman and Blanchard (1961) found that increasing the number 
of cues in a task where subjects predicted another person's 
weight in pounds based on three, five, or seven characteris­
tics decreased Rs values. They also found decreased accuracy 
and lower test-retest reliability. Hayes (1964) found that, 
for subjects working under a time limit, increasing the num­
ber of cues reduced decision quality (in terms of the linear 
consistency of the judgments). Oskamp (1965) found that in­
creasing the amount of background information about a case 
from one to four "sections" of information greatly increased 
the confidence expressed by eight clinical psychologists in 
their ratings. It did not, however, appreciably affect the 
actual accuracy with which they made predictions. Einhorn 
(1971) supported Oskamp's (1965) finding that linear consist­
ency decreased as the number of cues in the task increased. 
Altschul (1971) had subjects rate the difficulty of an "easy" 
(Lwo cûésj iviltipls-cuc task and a "difficult" (si* mes) 
multiple-cue task. His subjects evaluated the six-cue task 
15 
more difficult than the two-cue task. 
The Policy-Capturing Model 
Hoffman {I960), Naylor and Wherry (1965), Ward (1962), 
and wherry and Naylor (1966) conducted experiments utilizing 
only half of the complete multiple-cue paradigm. In their 
experiments, the criterion half of the model was not present­
ed. This research demonstrated that when a series of ratings 
is made of a group of stimuli composed of a set of elements, 
the rater*s judgment policy can be described by his least 
squares regression equation. This portion of the multiple-
cue paradigm when used independently is called the policy-
capturing model. Naylor and Schenck (1966) showed that this 
approach, which had previously been developed for examining 
policies only in more traditional multiple-cue situations 
with clearly defined criterion behaviors, could also serve as 
an index in non-criterion situations. 
&. L. Dudycha and Naylor (1966) extended the Naylor and 
Schenck finding in their investigation of the effects of 
specifically distorted cue intercorrelations on rater-policy 
equations. They found that variations in or deviations from 
the true cue-correlation matrix, representing the real world 
trait intercorrelations, significantly affected raters' per­
formances. In addition, they reported that their experimen­
tal luêcùod resulted in highly ccncistent intra-rater perform­
ances for all conditions. This consistency was reflected in 
16 
large squared multiple correlations obtained for all raters 
and was indicative of the investigators* success in capturing 
the raters' policies. 
Schenck and Baylor (1968) demonstrated that a great deal 
of the change in subject consistency in situations where the 
cue-correlation matrix was not an identity matrix could be 
accounted for by the increments in the cue intercorrelations. 
When a linear model of some specified degree of fit was 
assumed, increases in the cue intercorrelations necessarily 
resulted in a better degree of fit. This indicates that 
caution should be used in interpreting any data resulting 
from studies where the cues are other than orthogonal. 
Statistical Indices of the Multiple-Cue Model 
Although Brunswik did not provide a mathematical speci­
fication of his multiple-cue model, this disadvantage has 
been remedied through the efforts of a number of 
investigators (e.g., Dudycha, A. L. & Naylor, 1966; Hammond, 
Hursch, 6 Todd, 1964; Hammond & Summers, 1972; Hursch, 
Hammond, and Hursch, 1964; Naylor & Schenck, 1964; Rozeboom, 
1971; Tucker, 1964). The current version of the lens model 
eguation is expressed as follows; 
ra =G Re Rs+C^1-Hez ^1-Rsz [ 13 
where: 
rg=The correlation between the observed response and the 
observed criterion (Ys and Ye) is the index of 
17 
achievement for the subject under the particular 
circumstances. [Notation is consistent for all 
investigators. ] 
G=The correlation between the two sets of predicted scores 
(Ye* and Ys*) and represents the degree to which the 
policy equation of the subject is identical to the 
optimal equation of the environment. It is an index of 
policy "matching" and has recently been termed the index 
of knowledge (Hammond 6 Summers, 1972). [It corresponds 
to Naylor S Schenck's (1964) r^ index.] 
ae=The degree to which one can predict the true criterion 
values (Ye) using the empirical regression equation ob­
tained by using the stimulus cues as predictors of the 
criterion. This index expresses the true amount of cri­
terion variance that can be accounted for by the stimu­
lus predictor dimensions using a linear model. It is 
frequently referred to as task uncertainty. [Notation 
is consistent for all investigators.] 
Bs=The degree to which one can predict the choices or re­
sponses of the subject (Ys) using the subject's 
regression equation . It is a measure of intrajudge 
consistency. Recently it has been referred to as the 
index of cognitive control (Hammond 6 Summers, 1972). 
[Notation is consistent for all investigators.] 
C=The correlation between the error in prediction using 
the true ecological equation (Ye-Ye') and the error in 
prediction using the subject's regression equation (Ys-
Ys'). Thus C is the correlation between the residual 
scores and is a measure of the degree to which the 
subject is taking advantage of any true nonlinearities 
which are present. [Notation is consistent for all 
investigators. ] 
If the environmental criterion (Ye) is only a linear 
function of the cue values, a characteristic which can be ac­
complished by generation of appropriate stimuli, then the 
equation [1] reduces to: 
r^ =G Be Bs [ 2 ] 
18 
The Bultiple-Cue Hodel and Cognitive Complexity Theory 
Attempts have been made by Conrad and Dickinson (1972a, 
1972b) to evaluate the multiple-cue and policy-capturing 
models as descriptions of cognitive complexity. In their 
first experiment they evaluated a policy-capturing model with 
orthoqonalized cue dimensions for which subjects rated job 
desirabilities. A battery of eight instruments was adminis­
tered to 314 volunteer introductory psychology students. In­
cluded in the battery were: the Listing and Grouping Task 
(modified from Scott, 1962), the Sentence Completion Test 
(Schroder et al., 1967), Internal vs. External Control of 
Reinforcement (Rotter, 1966) , Intolerance of Ambiguity 
(Budner, 1962), Least Preferred Co-worker (modified from 
Fiedler, 1954, 1962, 1967), California F Scale (Adorno et 
al., 1950), Honderlic Personnel Test Form IV (Vonderlic, 
1959) , and the Policy-Capturing Task (Dudycha, L. H. & 
Naylor, 1966; Dudycha, A. L. & Naylor, 1966). 
Scoring of these instruments yielded 13 scores for each 
individual. The scores were evaluated in two 
restricted-maximum-likelihood factor analyses as measures of 
the cognitive complexity model of Schroder et al. (1967). 
Both solutions yielded successful fits to the data with some 
indication that the measures were loading as predicted by the 
Schrcdcr çt al. sodsl. The final snintion was composed of 
seven factors including a general factor, trait factors for 
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integration, differentiation, and discrimination, and methods 
factors for information statistics, a combination of the sen­
tence completion and paper-and-pencil measures, and a last 
method factor for the policy-capturing measure. The loadings 
for the policy-capturing indices, however, were lower than 
expected and the authors concluded that the policy-capturing 
measures did not strongly reflect the aspects of complexity 
hypothesized by the Schroder et al. model. 
Studies reviewed earlier demonstrated that environmental 
influence is reflected in the information search activities 
used by individuals operating at different levels of cogni­
tive complexity (Suedfeld 6 Streufert, 1966; Stager, 1967). 
In a constructive replication of their initial study, Conrad 
and Dickinson (1972b) replaced the policy-capturing task with 
a multiple-cue task. They noted that for multiple-cue tasks 
it is possible to determine the statistical relevance of the 
cues as indicators of the state of the environment. The 
multiple-cue model specifically includes as basic elements 
present on any trial: the cues or stimulus dimensions, the 
responses of the decision maker, and the criterion or envi­
ronmental state. If only linear relationships are present 
(i.e., C=0), regressing the criterion values on the cue 
values yields a regression eguation which represents the 
sliacture or coaplexity cf ths suTircnscnt. The pattern of 
the weights in the resulting eguation indicates the dimen­
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sions of importance and their contribution to the state of 
the environment. Regressing a decision maker's responses on 
the cue values yields a second regression equation which 
quantifies the way in which that subject actually used the 
cues. The pattern of the weights in the second equation in­
dicates the number of dimensions used and their importance in 
forming the responses. In addition, the "matching index" is 
available (Naylor 5 Schenck, 1964; Tucker, 1964) to assess 
the degree of optimal success achieved; that is, the degree 
to which the decision maker weights cue dimensions the same 
way they are weighted in the environmental equation. 
Multiple-cue model indices can also serve to assess 
aspects of cognitive complexity. Conrad and Dickinson 
(1972b) used the number of significant regression weights in 
the response equation (the number of cue dimensions the 
subject used) and the "matching index" as indices of 
differentiation. They used response variability (S^y) as an 
index of discrimination. Greater variability of responses 
was anticipated from subjects with more complex conceptual 
structures since they consider more dimensions and categorize 
more finely within those dimensions. 
Eight measures yielding 13 scores were obtained. These 
were identical to those in their first study (Conrad 6 
ûlukiûsûû, 1372&; azcspt for cubctitsticn of the mnltiple-cue 
indices (number of significant Beta weights at £<.01, re­
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sponse variability, and matching index) for the three policy-
capturing indices. 
The scores were evaluated in two restricted maximum 
likelihood factor analyses as measures of cognitive complexi­
ty. In the first solution, three traits were hypothesized 
(integration, differentation, and discrimination) and four 
methods (information statistics, sentence completion, 
paper-and-pencil, and multiple-cue). The hypothesis that 
the 13 scores could be explained by the seven factors was 
confirmed. However, several of the factors were highly cor­
related; these were collapsed and a second solution obtained. 
This final solution indicated the scores could be adequately 
explained with five factors (a general factor; two trait 
factors, one for differentiation another for the composite of 
discrimination and integration; and two methods factors, one 
for traditional paper-and-pencil personality measures, the 
other a composite of information statistics; sentence comple­
tion and multiple-cue measures). Conrad and Dickinson found 
that the three indices they chose from the multiple-cue model 
loaded as hypothesized on factors for integration, 
differentiation, and discrimination. In sum, the results of 
the Conrad and Dickinson (1972b) study indicated that the 
multiple-cue model was a powerful tool for assessing cogni-
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Although Conrad and Dickinson used a multiple-cue task 
which allowed them to represent the effects of the environ­
ment on performance, they did not vary the complexity of the 
stimulus environment. Earlier, research was cited which dem­
onstrated two ways that environmental difficulty can be var­
ied conveniently in multiple-cue tasks: (1) by varying the 
level of task uncertainty (Ee), and (2) by varying the number 
of cues used in the profiles. Because of the central role 
that environment plays in complexity theory (Schroder, et 
al*, 1967; Streufert S Schroder, 1965) consideration of 
environmental variation should be included in evaluations of 
complexity theory utilizing the multiple-cue model. If sev­
eral stimulus environments are assessed for several levels of 
cognitive complexity, G emerges as the multiple-cue index 
with the greatest potential for indexing integration. This 
follows for two reasons: first, complexity theory predicts 
that differential performance curves will be obtained for in­
dividuals with varying cognitive complexities contingent upon 
the difficulty of the stimulus environment; and second, the 
calculation of G includes both the environmental eguation and 
the individual's response equation. The optimal procedure 
would appear to be to use G in such experimental settings as 
the index of integration. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The flultiple-cne paradigm seems well salted for evaluat­
ing complexity theory. It yields readily calculable indices 
of a number of aspects of information processing. In addi­
tion, the multiple-cue model provides measures applicable to 
the dimensions of cognitive complexity (Conrad 6 Dickinson, 
1972b). However, two problems need clarification. First, 
the relationships existing between different classification 
categories for discrimination, differentiation, and integra­
tion have not been clearly specified by operationally 
adeguate experiments (Scott, 1969; Streufert, 1970; Vannoy, 
1965). Second, the effects of systematic variation of envi­
ronmental complexity (task uncertainty and number of cues in 
the profiles) on the decision making of persons of differing 
sexes and cognitive structures have not been studied in a 
design which would permit the combined evaluation of these 
variables (Hammond & Summers, 1972; Slovic 6 Lichtenstein, 
1971; Streufert, 1970; Zajonc, 1968). This research attempts 
to fill those needs with primary focus on the second problem 
and traditional multiple-cue performance measures (r^ , G, and 
Bs) . 
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Study I 
The first study evaluated differences in multiple-cue 
judgment due to differential classification by sex, 
differentiation, discrimination, and integration. The study 
also provided measures for the classification of subjects in 
studies II and III. 
Hïfiotheses 
I. Within an environment of fixed complexity, individu­
als with integratively complex structures will perform sig­
nificantly better on the multiple-cue task than will individ­
uals with integratively simple structures (Schroder et al., 
1957) . 
II. For paper and pencil measures* Individuals scoring 
high on integration will also score high on differentiation 
and discrimination (Schroder et al., 1967). This will be 
most consistently true for discrimination, less consistently 
true for differentiation (Conrad & Dickinson, 1972b; 
Schneider & Giambra, 1971; Streufert, 1970). 
Method 
Subjects 
The subjects were 165 male and 342 female volunteers 
from introductory psychology classes at Iowa State University 
during the fall guarter 1972. The subjects were given two 
expei-iiueucdi uiéùlLâ (a iinor acadszic indzcczcst) for par­
ticipation. ill were tested in group sessions with assign-
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ment to a particular session being based on availability 
rather than randomization. 
Measures 
Three instruments were used for classifying subjects. 
Each measured one aspect of cognitive complexity as described 
by Schroder et al. (1967). Optimal classification would have 
been obtained by using the raw scores obtained from the three 
instruments; however, most investigators of cognitive com­
plexity have used a tricotomy for classification. In order 
to maintain consistency with previous investigations and to 
reduce computation costs, subjects were classified into three 
groups. The large number of subjects helped compensate for 
the loss of information which resulted from this procedure. 
A standard multiple-cue, probabilistic inference task provid­
ed the measure of the dependent variable. 
Measure of integration. The Sentence Completion Test 
(Schroder et al., 1967) served as the measure of integration. 
In this test the subjects were asked to write two or three 
sentences in response to each of three sentence stems. The 
items used were: (a) Rules..., (b) When I am in doubt..., and 
(c) When I am criticized.... These items were selected to 
imply the presentation of: (1) the imposition of external 
standards, (2) the presence of alternatives, uncertainty, or 
absence ot structure, and (5) iutei.yecsoûâl conflict. 
Schroder et al. (1967) noted that such items tend to engage 
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the subject in some form of "resolution" and supply an effec­
tive way of providing construct-relevant responses. The 
items are also relevant for interpersonal behavior in social 
and group task-oriented activities. 
Responses for all items were scored by two raters. 
These raters were familiar with the theoretical variables and 
trained in scoring procedures using the manual presented for 
such items by Schroder et al., (1967). 
The integration score for an individual was calculated 
by averaging four scores, the two highest integration scores 
assigned by rater 1 and the two highest scores assigned by 
rater 2. The result was an integration score which repre­
sented the average integration score assigned by the two 
raters to the subject's two most complex responses on the 
Sentence Completion Test. Persons selected as "high" scored 
seven or above; persons selected as "low" scored three or 
below; persons selected as "medium" scored above three and 
below seven. These cutoffs were comparable to those used 
previously by researchers in complexity theory (Schroder et 
al., 1967; Streufert & Schroder, 1965; Streufert, 1970). 
Interrater reliabilities were: r = .86 for stem 1, r = .95 
for stem 2, r = .85 for stem 3, and r = .90 for classifica­
tion according to the level of integration exhibited. 
neaaai-e of diffsrcnticitiorî- An ohjert sorting method 
following the Listing and Grouping Task developed by Scott 
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(1962, 1963, 1969) was used in which subjects generated a 
list of important stimuli in a domain. For this experiment, 
the procedure and domain sampled was the same as that used by 
Conrad and Dickinson (1972a, 1972b). Subjects listed "impor­
tant jobs," then sorted the stimuli into categories on the 
basis of important characteristics. The same stimulus could 
be placed into as many categories as desired. Thus no 
conflict existed between discrimination and differentiation. 
The listing and grouping of jobs was scored following 
Scott's (1969) suggestions for such tasks. H, a measure of 
nominal-scale dispersion (see Attneave, 1959) was calculated 
utilizing the formula presented in Scott (1969): 
H = log^n - 1/n n, log^oj [3] 
where; 
n =The total number of jobs on the subject's list. 
n^=The freguency with which each combination of groups ap­
peared. 
H may range between one and log^n and represents, "...the 
minimum number of groups that would be reguired to distin­
guish among the [jobs] with the same degree of refinement as 
that yielded by the subject's grouping system" [Scott, 1969, 
p. 265]. Persons selected as "high" scored seven or above; 
persons selected as "low" scored three or below; persons se­
lected as "msdi'vis" cccred e.bo?e three HpIow seven. 
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Measure of discrimination. The 16 item eight-point 
bipolar checklist for rating a person's Least Preferred Co­
worker (LPC) developed by Fiedler (1954, 1967) was used by 
subjects to describe the person with whom they could work 
least well. The LPC scale is typically scored by summing the 
item scores on the scaling sheet describing the least 
preferred coworker, k high total LPC score indicates a fa­
vorable view of the worker while a low score indicates a less 
favorable view. Schroder et al. (1967) hypothesized that the 
variability of the ratings could be interpreted as an index 
of discrimination. This hypothesis was confirmed by the in­
vestigations of Conrad and Dickinson (1972a, 1972b). When 
used in this way, as an index of discrimination, high LPC 
variance indicates that the rater is distinguishing among 
more dimensions and using more combinations of those dimen­
sions. Also, a rater's openness to change is reflected in 
greater variability which, in turn, indicates a more abstract 
structure. 
Subjects were classified into discrimination groups on 
the basis of the variance of their LPC ratings. Persons 
classified in the "high" group had variances of .7 or higher; 
persons in the "low" group had variances of .3 or lower; 
persons with variances above .3 and below .7 were classified 
as ths "siddlc" gro'jp. These classifiration intervals were 
selected on the basis of the distributions obtained by Conrad 
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and Dickinson (1972a, 1972b). 
Information processing task. The Job Desirability 
Bating Task (Dudycha, &. L. 6 Naylor, 1966) served as the 
measure of information processing. The stimuli used in the 
task were 100 slides each of which contained a job profile 
for a particular hypothetical job. All profiles were pre­
sented in terms of six job dimensions: (1) working condition, 
(2) pay, (3) fellow employee, (4) supervisor-employee rela­
tions, (5) security, and (6) opportunity for growth and 
advancement. The six dimensions were a subset of the 14 ob­
tained by Wherry (19 54) from his orthogonal re-rotation of 
the Ash (1954) and Baehr (1954) studies of the SRA employee 
inventory. They were selected on the basis of meaningfulness 
to the rater population relative to the criterion of, "job 
desirability." Similarly titled dimensions were used by A. 
L. Dudycha and Naylor (1966) and by Conrad and Dickinson 
(1972a, 1972b). 
Each job dimension in a profile was assigned a one-digit 
numerical value ranging from 1 (very poor) to 9 (very good). 
These values were chosen to correspond with those used by 
Conrad and Dickinson (1972a, 1972b). The numerical values 
were generated by a correlated score generation program 
(Wherry, Naylor, Wherry, 6 Fallis, 1965). The values used in 
LLe profilas wara gaasratcd zo that the sir dissssions ?ere 
orthogonal to each other but the values were normally dis-
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tributed within any given dimension. Task uncertainty was 
fixed (fie = .90). 
Design 
The design was a 2x3x3x3 unbalanced factorial with two 
levels for sex, three levels of discrimination, three levels 
of differentiation, and three levels of integration. The 
same multiple-cue task (with orthogonal cues) was used for 
all conditions. The dependent measures were the multiple-cue 
indices: r^ , Bs, and G. 
Procedure 
The data were collected during group-testing sessions. 
Each session lasted about two hours. Sessions began with the 
introduction of the experimenter and his explanation that the 
study was concerned with how people form their opinions about 
iobs. It was also announced that some subjects would be 
contacted later to participate in a follow-up study. The 
three guestionnaires providing data on the classification 
variables were in booklets which were numbered for identifi­
cation. Subjects were read standard instructions introducing 
each guestionnaire and encouraged to ask questions if in­
structions were unclear. The second part of each session was 
devoted to the administration of the job desirability rating 
task. Instructions for the task indicated that the profiles 
wece coutii,i.uui-êJ fiiOm lûforiatioii describing real jobs. 
Subjects were told that the task was to judge the desirabili­
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ty of the numbered jobs on the basis of the quantified infor­
mation available on six job dimensions presented in slides. 
Values for any given dimension ranged from 1 to 9. Subjects 
were asked to indicate on the same 9-point scale their 
judgment of each profile, following each job profile was a 
slide reported as giving the average judgment given that 
profile by successful job holders. The profile and feedback 
slides were presented successively at intervals of approxi­
mately 15 seconds. The order in which the profiles were pre­
sented was randomized. At the end of the session, answer 
sheets were collected and subjects debriefed. 
Data Analysis 
Scoring of the classification instruments yielded three 
scores for each individual. These scores and the subject's 
sex were used to classify individuals. Following classifica­
tion, least-sguares analyses were performed for the multiple-
cue ratings. Three sets of repeated measures (rg , Rs, G) 
were obtained. Analyses of variance were performed on the 
Fisher z transformations of these three performance indices. 
Reswlts_and_Discussion 
The results of the analysis of variance on the Fisher z 
transformations of the indices of achievement (see Table 1), 
knowledge (see Table 2), and cognitive control (see Table 3) 
indicated tliat Làêïê W6C6 ao significant differences between 
performances of subjects which were derivable from their dif­
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ferential classification according to sex and levels of 
differentiation, discrimination, and integration. Moreover, 
least squares analyses for the total influence of 
differentiation, discrimination, and integration did not 
explain statistically significant amounts of variation for 
achievement f £ (53, 453) = .795], knowledge [ F (53, 453) = 
.956], and cognitive control [ F (53, 453) = . 997 ], 
The lack of such differences may have been due to the 
low uncertainty level of the fixed stimulus environment (He = 
.90). In multiple-cue studies, such low uncertainty situa­
tions often have yielded high subject achievement levels 
(e.g. Summers, 1962). The reason for such results is that in 
easy tasks, all subjects do well utilizing the information 
available in the cues to make their judgments. The results 
of Study I are consistent with this explanation. Classifica­
tion by differences on the cognitive complexity variables of 
differentiation, discrimination, and integration did not 
result in groups which could be identified as different in 
achievement on the experimental task. An additional problem 
resulted from the wide variation in the number of subjects 
per cell (see Appendix E). The range in frequency of 
occurrence for the cells was from 1 observation to 39 obser­
vations. Of the 54 cells in the design, 34 had fewer than 10 
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The prediction that on pencil-and-paper measures indi­
viduals scoring high on integration would also score high on 
differentiation was confirmed (see Table H). The correlation 
between the raw scores on the measures of differentiation and 
integration was significant (r = .094, ^  = 505, £ < .05). 
The prediction that a similar but higher correlation would be 
obtained between the measures of integration and discrimina­
tion was not confirmed { r = -.041, df = 505). The failure 
to find the hypothesized relationship between the integration 
scores and the discrimination scores was probably 
attributable to the low level of task uncertainty in the 
stimuli that were used. 
It appears that the measures of integration and 
differentiation function as hypothesized by complexity theory 
although the relationship is not as strong as might be ex­
pected, In contrast, discrimination and integration do not 
seem to function as predicted by complexity theory. These 
results add support to the finding of Schneider and Giambra 
(1971) that the functioning of integration and 
differentiation measures is consistent with theoretical pre­
dictions from cognitive complexity theory and counter 
Streufert's (1970) finding that the predictions from complex­
ity theory held for integration but not for differentiation. 
34 
Table 1 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Achievement (r^) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study I 
Source of variation df MS F 
Sex (S) 1 .007 .207 
Differentiation (D) 2 .016 .471 
Discrimination (B) 2 .051 1.466 
Integration (I) 2 .053 1.517 
S X D 2 .015 .431 
S X B 2 .029 .845 
S X I 2 .053 1.529 
D X B 4 .023 .655 
D X I H .049 1.399 
B X I 4 .056 1.609 
D X B X I 8 .027 .779 
S X D X B 4 .039 1.126 
S X D X I 4 .064 1.839 
S X B X I 4 .061 1.756 
S X D X B X I 8 .061 1.741 
Error 453 .035 
Total 506 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 2 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Knowledge (G) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study I 
Source of variation df HS F 
Sex (S) 1 .058 .308 
Differentiation (D) 2 .073 .390 
Discrimination (B) 2 .027 .142 
Integration (I) 2 .139 .742 
S X D 2 .030 .161 
S X B 2 .018 .095 
S X I 2 .106 .567 
D X B 4 .035 .189 
D X I 4 .136 .727 
B X I 4 .129 .690 
D X B X I 8 .136 .725 
S X D X 6 4 .054 .288 
S S D X I 4 .076 .408 
S X B X I 4 .046 .247 
S X D X B X I 8 .066 .352 
Error 453 .187 
Total 506 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
Table 3 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Cognitive Control (Rs) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study I 
Source of variation df MS F 
Sex iS)' 
— 
1 .002 TÔ3Î 
Differentiation (D) 2 .114 2.056 
Discrimination (B) 2 .048 .861 
Integration (I) 2 .082 1.482 
S X D 2 .054 .968 
S X B 2 .021 .382 
S X I 2 .067 1.213 
D X B 4 .052 .943 
D X I 4 .127 2.290 
B X I 4 .032 .577 
D X B X I 8 .031 .560 
S X D X B 4 .049 .885 
S X D X I 4 .130 2.330 
S X B X I 4 .070 1.262 
S X D X B X I 8 .097 1.737 
Error 453 .056 
Total 506 
"•P<705* 
——— 
37 
Table 4 
Correlations Between Multiple-Cue Indices 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study I with 
the Raw Scores on the Measures of Cognitive Complexity 
Obtained in Study I 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 
2 .051 
3 .094 * -.041 
4 .086 .010 . 120 ** 
5 .129 ** -.004 .099 * .703 ** 
6 -.025 .002 .062 .626 ** 
Note.—Measures; 1, Differentiation raw score, 
2. Discrimination raw score, 3. Integration raw score, 
4• Tg , 5# Rs, 6 m G# 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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Study II 
The second study investigated the relationships between 
the sexes and the two types of environmental complexity 
standardly considered in multiple-cue tasks: the number of 
cues and the level of task uncertainty. The results provided 
the basis of selection for the primary variable of environ­
mental complexity and the level of administration for the 
secondary environmental variable for Study III. 
lïËOtheses 
I. The performance curve across 2-, 7-, and 12-cue 
profiles will be an inverted U curve for all three levels of 
task uncertainty (Schroder et al., 1967). 
II. The performance curves for all three levels of task 
uncertainty will be at a maximum and significantly different 
for the 7-cue profiles and much lower and not significantly 
different for the 2-cue and 12-cue profiles (Altschul, 1971; 
Dudycha,A. L. & Naylor, 1966; Schenck 6 Naylor, 1968; 
Schroder et al., 1967). 
Method 
Subjects 
The subjects were 80 male and 80 female volunteers from 
introductory psychology classes at Iowa State University 
during the fall guarter, 1972. The subjects were given two 
eïparissntàl crcditG for participation. All snhjprts were 
randomly selected from the "middle" level of integration in 
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Study I. 
Measures 
Reliability check. The three complexity classification 
instruments used in Study I were readministered to all 
subjects. The scores from this second administration were 
used in a reliability check of the instruments. 
Information processing tasks. Nine multiple-cue proba­
bility inference tasks of 100 slides each were constructed; 
one for each of the three levels of task uncertainty (Se = 
.30, .50, and .90) and three different numbers of cues (2, 7, 
and 12). All dimensions were selected from the 14 obtained 
by Wherry (1954). Selection was on the basis of 
meaningfulness to the rater population relative to the cri­
terion of job desirability. The job dimensions used for the 
2-cue set were: (1) working conditions and (2) pay. For the 
7-cue set the five dimensions added to the two in the 2-cue 
case were; (3) fellow employees, (4) supervisor-employee re­
lations, (5) security, (6) opportunity for growth and 
advancement, and (7) job demands. For the 12-cue set all the 
dimensions from the 7-cue set were used plus: (8) employee 
benefits, (9) technical competence of supervisor, (10) 
effectiveness of administration, (11) status and recognition, 
and (12) adequacy of communication. 
Each job disession in a profile assigned a two digit 
numerical value ranging from 1 (very poor) to 99 (very good) . 
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The numerical values were generated by a correlated score 
generation program (Sherry, Naylor, Wherry, 6 Fallis, 1965). 
The dimensions used in the profiles were generated so they 
were orthogonal to each other but the values were normally 
distributed within any given dimension with a mean of 50 and 
a standard deviation of 10. The cue values used are present­
ed in appendix B. 
Design 
The design was a 2x3x3 complete factorial with two 
levels for sex, three levels of task uncertainty, and three 
different numbers of cues used in profiles. A unique 
multiple-cue task was used for each condition; however, all 
tasks had orthogonal cues. 
Procedure 
A group-testing procedure was used with one session run 
for each of the nine experimental conditions. Sessions began 
with the introduction of the experimenter and the 
announcement that the experiment was a continuation of Study 
I in which all subjects present had participated. It was 
also explained that the tasks were essentially the same but 
subjects would be rating a different set of jobs and using a 
different rating scale. In addition, the job profiles would 
contain a different number of job dimensions than had those 
iz Study I- The study «ras as concerned with how 
people form their evaluations about jobs. The three classi­
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fication questionnaires (identical to those used in Study I) 
were readoinistered. Following the questionnaires the 
multiple-cue job desirability rating task was introduced (in­
structions were the same as in Study I). As before, each job 
profile slide was followed by a slide described as presenting 
the average rating given for the profile by actual job 
holders of the job it represented. Profile and feedback 
slides were presented one after another at intervals of ap­
proximately 15 seconds. At the end of the session answer 
sheets were collected and subjects debriefed. 
Data_Anal%sis 
Scoring of the classification instruments yielded three 
scores for each individual (see Study I for details). These 
scores were used to calculate test-retest reliability indices 
for each of the instruments. Analysis of the multiple-cue 
rating data was completed for the 2x3x3 completely randomized 
factorial analysis of variance. 
Results and Discussion 
Interrater reliabilities on the Sentence Completion Test 
were: r = .81 for stem 1, r = .94 for stem 2, r = .85 for 
stem 3, and r = .84 for classification according to the level 
of integration exhibited. Test-retest reliabilities between 
the scores obtained by subjects in Study I (used for classi­
fication i= Study II) and nhtained in the Study II ses­
sions were: Scott's H, r = .46; variance of LPC, r = .55; and 
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integration, r = .49. The reliability checks on the instru­
ments indicated reasonably reliable operation of all the in­
struments. Interrater reliabilities for the integration 
measure were the highest obtained by the author in experi­
ments using this instrument. These results were in part due 
to the availability of a new scoring manual (Phares 6 
Schroder, 1969) and the additional practice of the raters. 
The results of the analysis of variance (see Table 5) 
for the index of achievement indicated significant main 
effects due to Task Uncertainty, F (2,162) = 38.097, g < .01 
and Number of Cues, F (2,162) = 15.289, p < .01. There was 
no effect due to Sex. The interaction between Task Uncer­
tainty and Number of Cues was found to be significant, F (4, 
162) = 17.714, 2 < -01. 
For the index of knowledge the analysis of variance (see 
Table 6) indicated a significant main effect for Number of 
Cues, F (2, 162) = 256.846, p < .01. Neither the main effect 
due to Sex nor fask Uncertainty was significant. The inter­
action between Task Uncertainty and Number of Cues was 
significant, F (4, 162) = 12.178, p < .01. 
The only significant F ratio in the analysis of variance 
(see Table 7) for the index of cognitive control was for the 
main effect of Number of Cues, F (2, 162) = 39-180, p < .01. 
Tlie results of the analyses of variance "li «1 not support 
the hypothesis that the performance curves for achievement 
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across the 2-, 1-, and 12-cue profiles would be an inverted 0 
curve for all three levels of task uncertainty. Examination 
of the means (see Figure 1) showed that achievement (r^ ) in­
creased almost linearly across uncertainty levels. There 
were no significant effects for knowledge (G) or cognitive 
control (Rs). 
The main effect for Number of Cues was significant for 
all three performance indices; however, this significance was 
largely due to the substantial difference in performance be­
tween the 2-cue and 7-cue conditions (see Figure 1). The 
second hypothesis was not confirmed because no inverted 0 
curve was found. Performance levels for all three of the re­
peated measures were highest for the 2-cue condition and 
lower for the 7- and 12-cue conditions. For knowledge and 
cognitive control the levels of performance for 7-cue and 
12-cue conditions were little different from each other but 
markedly lower than the level for the 2-cue condition. In 
these conditions the 2-cue set appeared to yield much higher 
levels of performance than did the 7- and 12-cue sets. 
The significant Task Uncertainty X Number of cues inter­
action for achievement (see Figures 2 & 3) appeared to be due 
to the change in the shape of the performance curves across 
both Task Uncertainty levels and Number of Cue levels. For 
1 ^  wy-k 1 M f rvT*» A n r*o 
decreased from 2 cues to 7 cues then increased for 12 cues. 
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At the middle level of Oncertainty (Re = .60), performance 
decreased from the 2-cue condition to the 7-cue condition 
then increased at the 12-cue condition. Finally, for the 
lowest level of Uncertainty (He = .90), the performance fell 
as the number of cues was increased. For different cue 
levels a similar change in shape took place. For the 2-cue 
condition, achievement increased with decreasing Task Oncer­
tainty, for 7 cues the performance increased but at a slower 
rate than for the 2-cue condition. In the 12-cue condition, 
the curve was an inverted U with low performance at highest 
uncertainty, highest performance at medium uncertainty, and 
lowest performance at lowest uncertainty. 
For the index of knowledge (G) , the significant Task Un­
certainty X Number of Cues interaction appeared to be primar­
ily a result of changes in the shape of the performance curve 
across both Task Uncertainty and Number of Cues. 
Additionally, the interaction was influenced by the large 
performance differences (see Figure 2) at the highest Uncer­
tainty level. Knowledge plotted highest for 2 cues, lowest 
for 7 cues, and slightly higher again for 12 cues (see 
Figures 2 S 3). This same pattern of means resulted for the 
medium uncertainty level. At lowest Uncertainty, performance 
decreased as the number of cues was increased. 
For all thrss levels of I'sccrtainty, there a "arked 
drop in cognitive control from 2 to 7 cues and performance at 
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the 7- and 12-cue levels seemed not very different by compar­
ison. Bhen plotted across levels of Uncertainty (see Figure 
3), knowledge plotted as a 0 curve for the 2-cue condition, 
being highest for the highest level of Uncertainty, lowest 
for medium Uncertainty, and high again for low Uncertainty. 
For 7 cues, knowledge increased as Task Uncertainty 
decreased. Finally, knowledge plotted as an inverted U for 
the 12-cue condition, with performance at both low- and high-
Uncertainty levels being about egual and that at the middle-
Uncertainty level being high. 
In sum, the results of Study II demonstrated that 
subjects performed differently on multiple-cue tasks sampled 
from environments differing in Number of Cues and Task Uncer­
tainty. Of the performance measures used, r^, the index of 
achievement, was the most sensitive to the manipulations of 
the environmental factors. It was followed by G, the index 
of knowledge, and by Rs, the index of cognitive control. The 
Number of Cues in the stimuli appeared to be the most potent 
environmental variable and was selected for use in Study III. 
Task Uncertainty, the less potent environmental variable, 
appeared to produce the most variability in performance at 
the highest level. As a result. Task Uncertainty was fixed 
at Re = .30 for Study III. Sex was nonsignificant for all 
"U fm m ey a M ^ uac mnnad a c: A varfahl# for 
independent consideration in Study III. 
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Table 5 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Achievement (r*) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study II 
Source of variation df MS F 
Sex (S) 1 .000 .000 
Task Uncertainty (D) 2 .480 38.097** 
Number of Cues (N) 2 .192 15.289** 
S X D 2 .004 .320 
S X N 2 .010 .799 
U X N 4 .223 17.714** 
S X 0 X N 4 .023 1.860 
Error 162 .013 
Total 179 
•p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 6 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Knowledge (G) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study II 
Source of variation 
Sex (S) 
Task Uncertainty (U) 
Number of Cues (N) 
S X U 
S X N 
a X N 
s X 0 X N 
Error 
df MS 
1 ,017 
2 1.407 
2 75.068 
2 .220 
2 .050 
4 3.559 
4 .112 
162 .292 
Total 179 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
F 
7Ô59~" 
4.814 
256.846»» 
.753 
. 173 
12.178»» 
.384 
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Table 7 
Summary of the ' âlysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Cognitive Control (Rs) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study II 
Source of variation df as F 
Sex (S) 1 .004 .029 
Task Uncertainty (0) 2 . 178 1.413 
Number of Cues (H) 2 4.937 39.180** 
S X U 2 .145 1. 150 
S X N 2 .058 .450 
U X N 4 .180 1.432 
S X U X N 4 .148 1.172 
Error 162 .126 
Total 179 
*p<.05 
•*p<.01 
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CUES UNCERTAINTY 
Figure 1 
Bean Performance Levels for Significant 
Main Effects from Study II 
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Figure 2 
Mean Performance Levels for Significant 
Task Uncertainty X Number of Cues Interactions 
from study ii 
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Mean Performance Levels for Significant 
Task Uncertainty X Number of Cues Interactions 
from Study II 
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Study III 
The third study investigated the effects on performance 
in a multiple-cue probability inference task with fixed task 
uncertainty and varing numbers of cues for groups classified 
by cognitive complexity. 
Hlfiotheses 
I. Under the 7-cue condition of environmental difficul­
ty persons with integratively complex structures will score 
significantly higher on the multiple-cue task than will those 
with integratively simple structures (Schroder et al., 1967). 
II. Under the 2-cue and 12-cue conditions of environ­
mental difficulty, persons with integratively complex struc­
tures and integratively simple structures will have scores on 
the multiple-cue task that are not significantly different 
(Schroder et al., 1967), 
Method 
Subjects 
The subjects were 49 male and 86 female volunteers from 
introductory psychology classes at Iowa State University 
during the fall guarter 1972. The subjects were given two 
experimental credits for participation. All subjects were 
previous participants in study I and were chosen on the basis 
of integration scores available from that study. These 
scorss vsrs ussd to accign subjects to one of three T Avola of 
cognitive complexity. Assignment to levels of environmental 
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difficulty was randomized for subjects within levels of inte­
gration. 
Measures 
The three complexity classification instruments used in 
Studies I and II were readministered to all subjects solely 
to obtain reliability estimates on the measures. The second 
part of each session was occupied by one of three multiple-
cue probability inference tasks, each with the same level of 
task uncertainty (.30 selected on the basis of results ob­
tained in Study II) but with 2-, 1-, or 12-cue profiles. 
Design 
Two designs were investigated. The first was a 3x3 
factorial with three levels of cognitive complexity classifi­
cation and three levels of environmental difficulty. The 
task consisted of multiple-cue tasks much the same as those 
used in Studies I and II except that the sets of orthogonal-
ized cues had been selected to have three different levels of 
environmental difficulty (2,7,or 12 cues) and only one level 
of task uncertainty (.30). Responses to the multiple-cue 
task for all 100 trials were subjected to regression analy­
sis, and the indices r^, G, and Rs obtained for each subject. 
The second design was a 3x3x5 factorial with repeated meas­
ures on the last factor. There were three levels for cogni­
tive cczplczity classification, and thre* for environmental 
difficulty. Responses to the multiple-cue task were grouped 
5H 
into five blocks of 20 trials each and the indices r^ , G, and 
Es obtained for each subject within each block. 
Procedure 
A group-testing procedure was used. Each session lasted 
about two hours. The session began with the experimenter 
announcing that this was a continuation of the study the 
subjects had participated in previously, and the tasks were 
essentially the same. The explanation described the study as 
concerned with how people form their opinions about jobs. 
The three classification guestionnaires (identical to those 
used in Study I) were then readministered. In the second 
part of the session, the multiple-cue job desirability rating 
task was administered. Eighteen group sessions were 
conducted, one for each classification and environmental dif­
ficulty level. Instructions were the same as for Study II. 
Each group received only one of the three possible levels of 
task uncertainty. As before, each job profile slide was fol­
lowed by a slide described as presenting an average rating 
given for the profile by actual job holders. Profile and 
feedback slides were presented one after another at intervals 
of approximately 15 seconds. At the end of the session, 
answer sheets were collected and the subjects debriefed. 
Data Analysis 
Gccrisq cf the classification ins+r"mAnts yielded three 
scores for each individual (see Study I for details). These 
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scores were used to calculate test-retest reliability indices 
for each of the instruments. Analyses of variance were com­
pleted on the multiple-cue data for the two designs described 
above. Trend analyses were conducted across the five blocks 
of 20 trials for the three levels of cognitive complexity and 
three levels of environmental difficulty. 
Results and Discussion 
Interrater reliabilities on the Sentence Completion Test 
were: r = .86 for stem 1, r = .97 for stem 2, r = .89 for 
stem 3, and r = .95 for classification category assigned. 
Test-retest reliabilities between the scores obtained by 
subjects in Study I (used for classification in Study III) 
and those obtained in Study III sessions were: Scott's H, r = 
.63; variance of LPC, r = .39; and integration, r = .33. 
These results were comparable to those obtained in Study II. 
The results of the analysis of variance for achievement 
over all 100 trials (see Table 8) indicated a significant 
main effect due to Number of Cues, F (2,126) = 30.624, g < 
.01. The other main effect and interaction were not signifi­
cant. The level of performance for achievement increased as 
the number of cues increased (see Figure 4). 
The main effect for Number of Cues was significant in 
the analysis of variance for the index of knowledge, F 
(2, 12G; = 35.725, £ < .01. No other effects «fere found sig­
nificant for the index of knowledge (see Table 9). The plot 
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of the means for performance was similar to that obtained in 
Study II. Performance was very high for the 2-cue stimuli 
sets, lowest for the 7-cue sets and increasing again for the 
12-cue sets. 
No significant effects were obtained on Rs for the 100 
trials analysis of variance (see Table 10). 
The results of the analysis of variance for the index 
achievement (r^) by blocks of 20 trials (see Table 11) indi­
cated a significant main effect between subjects for Number 
of Cues, F (2,126) = 34.550, e < .01. Significant trends 
across blocks within subjects included the following: Blocks 
- Linear, F_(1»126) = 9.102, £ < .01; Blocks - Quadratic, F 
(1,126) = 4.953, E < .05; and Blocks - Cubic, F (1,126) = 
7.741, £<.01, In addition, there were two significant 
trends for the Blocks x Number ofCues interaction; the Linear 
Trend, F (2,126) = 11.963, g < .01, and the Quartic Trend, F 
(2,126) = 36.159, g < .01. 
For the index of knowledge (G), the analysis of variance 
by blocks of 20 trials indicated no significant main effects 
(see Table 12). There were, however, three significant 
trends across blocks within subjects. These were the Blocks 
- Linear Trend, F (1,126), = 61.536, £ < .01; the Blocks -
Cubic Trend, F (1,126) = 14.831, g < .01; and the Linear 
Tread for ths Blcctc z Surbcr of Cues Interaction, F {2^126} 
= 35.777, g < .01. 
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The analysis of variance for the index of cognitive con­
trol (Rs) by blocks of 20 trials revealed a significant main 
effect between subjects for Number of Cues, F (2,126) = 
15,046, e < .05. For the within-subject effects, significant 
results were found for the Blocks - Linear Trend, F (1,126) = 
8.886, £_< .01; the Blocks Quartic Trend, F (1,126) = 12.825, 
£ < .01; and three trends for the Blocks x Number of Cues In­
teraction. These were the Blocks x Number of Cues Linear 
Trend, F (2,126) = 3.348, b < .05; Cubic Trend, F (2,126) = 
3.857, £ < .05; and Quartic Trend, F (2,126) = 11.885, g < 
.01 (see Table 13). 
Neither hypothesis was supported by the results. This 
was due largely to nonsignificant effects for cognitive com­
plexity, and that the performance curves were not in the 
inverted 0 shape as predicted. As can be seen in Figure 4, 
performance on the achievement (r^) index increased as the 
number of cues increased. Examination of means for the 
Blocks x Number of Cues Interaction (see Figure 6) reveals 
that, although there is some fluctuation across the blocks, 
performance for 2 cues is lowest, higher for 7 cues, and 
highest for 12 cues. 
Performance on the knowledge index was in the shape of a 
reversed J (see Figure 5). It is apparent that the block 
ssans of G dccroaced over blocks,- bein? hinhest for the first 
block of 20 trials and lowest for the last block. Examina-
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tion of Figure 6 shows that this trend is similar for the 
two- and seven-cue stimuli, but noticably different for the 
12-cue condition. It appears from these results that 
subjects do best at matching the environment early in the 
task and get poorer as the task progresses. This result is 
consistent with results obtained in previous studies using 
the multiple-cue task (e.g. Dudycha & Naylor, 1966b). 
Moreover, mean performance is most variable across trials for 
2 cues, less variable for 7 cues, and least variable for 12 
cues. 
These results indicated that in high uncertainty tasks 
the number of cues had a substantial effect on performance. 
For simpler stimulus sets (2 and 7 cues), the initial 
judgments by subjects yielded high performance, but subjects 
did poorer as they tried various strategies to match the dif­
ficult (Re = .30) environmental equation. In the 2-cue situ­
ation the possibility that a subject's inappropriate strategy 
resulted in high performance during the initial trials was 
greater than in the 7- and 12-cue situations. This was be­
cause in the 2-cue situation each of the two cues was respon­
sible for half of the variance in the system rather than one-
seventh or one-twelfth as was the case for the 7-cue and 
12-cue sets. Moreover, the low environmental relationship 
(He - .30) contributed to thA decrease in performance since 
subjects usually received feedback that was inconsistent with 
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their initial choices and consequently changed their 
weighting strategies on succeeding trials. All these influ­
ences are reflected in the decrease of G across blocks of 
trials. 
Subjects* achievement did not improve appreciably across 
blocks although consistency did increase. Similar patterns 
of response were evident for all three performance measures 
at each of the three levels of Number of Cues. The major 
difference occurred for the initial level of G. This was 
highest for 2 cues, lower for 7 cues, and lowest for 12 cues 
and a direct reflection of the greater segmentation of the 
variance in the system and the lower opportunity for subjects 
to initially select an optimum weighting strategy. When the 
number of cues was high (12 cues), the initial weighting 
which subjects gave the cues was less like that of the envi­
ronment because so many more possibilities were present. Al­
though subjects did not do as well initially, they did show 
some slight improvement across blocks primarily as a result 
of their increasing consistency. This finding was similar to 
that of Hammond and Summers (1972). They found outcome feed­
back produced the lowest levels of mean performance and the 
slowest growth rates for all three of the traditional 
multiple-cue indices. The results of Study III extends their 
findings by indicating that the «lo» growth curves produced 
by outcome feedback are also significantly influenced by the 
60 
difficulty of the task environment (number of cues in the 
stimuli). 
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Table 8 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Achievement (r^ ) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study III 
Source df MS 
Number of Cues (N) 2 .277 30.62%** 
Integration (I) 2 .021 2.363 
N X I 4 .009 .964 
Error 126 .009 
Total 134 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 9 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Knowledge (G) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study III 
Source df MS 
Number of Cues (N) 
Integration (I) 
N X I 
Error 
2 
2 
4 
126 
37.624 
.681 
.840 
1.024 
36.726** 
.664 
.410 
Total 134 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 10 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance 
on the Fisher z Transformations 
of the Index of Cognitive Control (Rs) 
Calculated over all 100 Trials in Study III 
Source df MS F 
Number of Cues (N) 2 .042 .251 
Integration (I) 2 .297 1.776 
N X I 4 .280 1.675 
Error 126 .167 
Total Ï34 
*p<.05 
*»p<,01 
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Table 11 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance on the Fisher z 
Transformations of the Index of Achievement (r^) 
Calculated for the Five Blocks of 20 Trials in Study III 
Source of variation df MS F 
Betseen-subiects 
Integration (I) 2 . 107 2.015 
Number of Cues (N) 2 1.828 34.550** 
I X N 4 .069 1.307 
Subjects/groups 126 .053 
Within=subjeçts 
Blocks (B) 4 
Linear 1 .420 9.102** 
Quadratic 1 . 168 4.953* 
Cubic 1 .314 7.741** 
Quartic 1 .000 .003 
B X I 8 
Linear 2 .012 .250 
Quadratic 2 .029 .865 
Cubic 2 .040 .998 
Quartic 2 .065 1.919 
B X N 8 
Linear 2 .552 11.963** 
Quadratic 2 .070 2.074 
Cubic 2 .059 1.463 
Quartic 2 1.226 36.159** 
B X I X N 16 
Linear 4 .067 1.458 
Quadratic 4 .022 .641 
Cubic 4 .020 .503 
Quartic 4 .063 1.855 
B X Subjects/groups 504 
Linear 126 .046 
Quadratic 126 .034 
Cubic 126 .040 
Quartic 126 .034 
Total 674 
*p<.05 
•*p<.01 
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Table 12 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance on the Fisher z 
Transformations of the Index of Knowledge (G) 
Calculated for the Five Blocks of 20 Trials in Study III 
Source of variation df MS 
Integration (I) 2 .657 .866 
Number of Cues (N) 2 .092 . 122 
I X N 4 .439 .580 
Subjects/groups 126 .758 
Withinzsybjeçts 
Blocks (B) 4 
Linear 1 73.585 61.536** 
Quadratic 1 1.686 2.612 
Cubic 1 5.605 14.831** 
Quartic 1 .002 .002 
B X I 8 
Linear 2 .760 .635 
Quadratic 2 .184 .285 
Cubic 2 .292 .772 
Quartic 2 .949 1.486 
B X N 8 
Linear 2 42.782 35.777** 
Quadratic 2 1.961 3.037 
Cubic 2 .637 1.685 
Quartic 2 1.678 2.627 
B X I X N 16 
Linear 4 1.139 .953 
Quadratic 4 .325 .504 
Cubic 4 .329 .871 
Quartic 4 1.016 1.591 
B X Subjects/groups 504 
Linear 126 1.196 
Quadratic 126 .646 
Cubic 126 .378 
Quartic 126 .639 
Total 674 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 13 
Summary of the Analysis of Variance on the Fisher z 
Transformations of the Index of Cognitive Control (Rs) 
Calculated for the Five Blocks of 20 Trials in Study III 
Source of variation df MS ~F~ 
Between-subiects 
Integration (I) 2 1.563 1.939 
Number of Cues (N) 2 12.280 15.046* 
I X N 4 1.516 1.857 
Subjects/groups 126 .816 
Within%subjects 
Blocks (B) 4 
Linear 1 1.342 8.886** 
Quadratic 1 .063 .551 
Cubic 1 .038 .366 
Quartic 1 1.139 12.825*» 
B X I 8 
Linear 2 .022 .148 
Quadratic 2 .074 .652 
Cubic 2 .034 .331 
Quartic 2 .071 .800 
B X N 8 
Linear 2 .506 3.348* 
Quadratic 2 .325 2.854 
Cubic 2 .402 3.857* 
Quartic 2 1.055 11.885** 
B X I X N 16 
Linear 4 .098 .650 
Quadratic 4 .043 .380 
Cubic 4 .090 .869 
Quartic 4 .091 1.030 
B X Subjects/groups 504 
Linear 126 . 151 
Quadratic 126 .114 
Cubic 126 . 104 
Quartic 126 .089 
Total 674 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Conclusions 
No significant support was found for the hypotheses 
derived from cognitive complexity theory. 
The failure to confirm the hypotheses in Study I was not 
particularly disturbing since there already existed some con­
flicting reports on the effects of differential classifica­
tion by differentiation or integration (Streufert, 1970; 
Schneider & Giambra, 1971); Conrad & Dickinson, 1972b). 
Schroder et al. (1967) noted that both differentiation and 
discrimination are less important than integration. These 
two dimensions are viewed as secondary aspects of complexity 
which should contribute to an individual's potential for com­
plex organization. Even though these indices are usually ex­
pected to correlate with integration, it is possible that 
they will not. 
An additional problem resulted from the considerable 
variation in the number of subjects per cell. The range was 
from a low of 1 subject to a high of 39. In all, 34 of the 
5H cells to which subjects were assigned on the basis of 
their performance on the measures contained fewer than 10 
subjects. A more powerful test of the hypotheses in Study I 
would reguire procuring a larger number of subjects in the 
particularly sparse cells. This would be a particularly 
ùeinauuiùg Lask for cells viiich have s frequency of occurrence 
as low as one time in 500. 
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The failure to find differences between the categories 
may be due to the inadequacy of the traditional multiple-cue 
measures (r^ , G, and Ss) . It is quite possible that these 
particular indices are not tapping performance differences 
which result from judqments made by individuals of different 
cognitive structures. Further research should explore 
results obtained from using traditional measures (r^ , G, and 
as) and comparing them to those reported by Conrad and 
Dickinson (1972b) as well as those derived from complexity 
theory. 
The results of Study I indicated that there were consid­
erable differences in the way individuals were categorized by 
the three indices of cognitive complexity. The distribution 
of people into categories was widely disparate and the inter­
relationships of the measures low. The measures of integra­
tion and differentiation appeared to function as hypothesized 
by complexity theory, but their relationships were not as 
strong as was expected. Differentiation appeared to operate 
independently from the other two which was not consistent 
with predictions from the theory. A crucial consideration 
for future research on complexity theory must be the measure 
used for determining complexity. 
Study II was performed to determine the optimal values 
of the multiple-cuc paradigm to use in Study 111= »7+>»oiigh 
the hypotheses based on the general inverted U performance 
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curve expectations from complexity theory were not supported 
by the results, the environmental variables were demonstrated 
to have potent effects on performance in multiple-cue tasks. 
In particular, varying the Number of Cues was demonstrated to 
result in significant differences on all three multiple-cue 
performance indices (r^, G, fi Rs). Task Uncertainty was 
found to be a less influential variable than was the Number 
of Cues. Variation in Uncertainty significantly influenced 
only the level of performance for the index of achievement. 
The results of Study II confirmed the viability of the 
multiple-cue model and demonstrated the influence of the en­
vironmental variables of Number of Cues and Task Uncertainty 
in influencing performance levels for the indices of 
achievement, knowledge, and cognitive control. 
Study III was the focus of this investigation. It was 
particularly surprising to find no significant effects 
attributable to classification according to integration. 
This was amplified by the fact that the interrater 
reliabilities were among the highest obtained by the author. 
The results indicated that while environmental complexity was 
a significant variable affecting performance on the multiple-
cue tasks, cognitive complexity determined from integration 
scores on the Sentence Completion Test was not. An explana­
tion for thssc results is possible fro™ the Schroder ^ 
al.(1967) description of the Sentence Completion Test. They 
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noted that we cannot assume that conceptual structure is the 
same across very different stimulus areas. This may be an 
important consideration since for this experiment the instru­
ment used was the one presented by Schroder et al. as a "gen­
eral" test, relevant for interpersonal behavior in social and 
group task-oriented activities. It may be that the Sentence 
Completion Test did not provide accurate classification of 
individuals with respect to their cognitive complexity in the 
domain of job desirability rating. If this were the case, 
then the lack of an effect due to complexity could be ex­
plained by the inappropriateness of the measure. This possi­
bility could be easily investigated by constructing and 
standardizing a version of the Sentence Completion Test spe­
cific to the domain of job desirability and using it in a 
replication of Study III. 
Several routes of endeavor seem promising based on the 
results obtained in this investigation. First, further study 
of the correlational structure of the dimensions as changes 
occur in the environmental complexity of the stimulus envi­
ronment should be studied. Second, development of a job de­
sirability domain version of the Sentence Completion Test and 
its use in a replication of Study III should be completed. 
Finally, various combinations of Task Uncertainty and Number 
ul Cu«s s'uOiili be used to dsfins psrfcrsincc levels at vary­
ing environmental complexities. 
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Appendix & 
Stimulus Cues from Study I 
82 
Cue Values for Experiment I 
(6 Dimensions, Task Uncertainty=.90) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 Y 
1 5 5 5 7 9 7 8 
2 5 3 3 7 5 5 5 
3 5 5 5 3 5 3 4 
4 5 3 4 5 3 7 4 
5 6 7 5 7 5 7 8 
6 5 5 5 1 7 3 3 
7 7 5 5 5 5 5 6 
8 5 3 5 5 5 5 6 
9 3 3 5 5 5 5 4 
10 5 3 7 5 5 3 5 
11 3 6 8 3 6 3 5 
12 3 6 9 3 7 9 8 
13 3 3 7 7 5 5 6 
14 7 3 5 5 5 3 4 
15 3 5 5 5 7 3 4 
16 5 5 7 5 5 5 6 
17 3 9 6 7 5 5 7 
18 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
19 3 3 4 5 5 5 3 
20 5 7 5 5 5 5 6 
21 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
22 5 5 7 1 2 5 3 
23 5 5 5 1 5 7 4 
24 5 5 5 6 5 3 5 
25 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 
26 5 5 5 2 7 5 5 
27 5 5 5 7 5 5 7 
28 3 5 7 5 3 5 4 
29 5 9 3 1 7 5 5 
30 5 7 5 5 1 5 5 
31 5 5 7 5 5 5 6 
32 5 5 7 6 3 3 5 
33 5 3 5 5 1 5 3 
34 3 5 5 5 7 3 4 
35 3 3 9 7 5 5 6 
36 5 5 7 7 5 5 7 
37 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
38 5 5 7 3 5 1 3 
39 5 5 7 7 5 5 6 
40 5 5 3 3 7 7 5 
a 4 c 7 5 5 5 5 A 
42 5 5 5 7 7 5 7 
Cue Values for Experiment I (Contiaaei) 
(6 Dimensions, Task Uncertainty:.90) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 
43 5 5 5 5 5 3 
44 5 1 6 5 5 5 
45 9 5 5 5 5 5 
46 5 5 3 7 5 3 
47 5 3 5 5 5 3 
48 5 5 5 3 7 5 
49 5 5 5 5 7 5 
50 5 8 8 5 5 3 
51 6 7 5 5 5 5 
52 3 5 7 7 5 5 
53 7 5 5 5 7 5 
54 2 5 5 6 5 5 
55 3 4 1 5 7 7 
56 5 5 5 4 5 5 
57 7 9 6 3 5 5 
58 7 5 5 5 7 5 
59 5 3 5 4 5 5 
60 6 5 1 5 5 5 
61 9 5 5 6 5 5 
62 5 5 3 5 5 5 
63 5 6 1 5 5 5 
64 5 5 1 5 7 7 
65 8 7 7 6 5 5 
66 3 7 5 5 5 5 
67 5 5 5 7 4 5 
68 5 5 5 5 3 5 
69 5 1 5 5 5 9 
70 5 7 5 7 5 5 
71 5 7 5 5 4 3 
72 3 3 5 3 2 5 
73 5 7 5 5 5 5 
74 4 7 6 7 9 5 
75 5 5 3 6 5 5 
76 5 5 5 5 5 5 
77 6 5 5 6 5 5 
78 6 5 5 5 4 7 
79 5 7 6 5 3 5 
80 5 5 5 5 7 1 
81 4 5 7 7 5 5 
82 5 5 3 5 4 3 
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Appendix B 
Stimulus Cues from Studies II and III 
86 
Çue_Values_for_Ex2erimeats_II_and_III 
(2_pifflensions^ Task ffDcertainty=.30) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 ï 
_ 
-- 56~ 49 
2 51 64 53 
3 70 44 48 
4 45 57 65 
5 49 58 52 
6 69 59 55 
7 47 44 47 
8 45 47 27 
9 52 68 57 
10 54 28 54 
11 50 59 46 
12 50 64 55 
13 47 53 69 
m  50 52 38 
15 55 29 45 
16 51 47 62 
17 60 52 45 
18 45 46 42 
19 48 56 42 
20 33 42 38 
21 51 51 52 
22 69 35 53 
23 64 50 41 
24 49 34 47 
25 51 49 49 
26 60 52 42 
27 46 63 48 
28 49 40 45 
29 45 54 63 
30 40 41 43 
31 61 51 48 
32 49 60 39 
33 48 53 67 
34 46 52 54 
35 69 38 48 
36 55 54 59 
37 39 49 62 
38 59 32 46 
39 34 51 35 
40 56 29 46 
C 4  C. A  c. a 
42 41 48 59 
87 
Çae_Values_for_Ex£erittents_II_and_III_lÇontinuedL 
(2_Dimeasions^_Task_gnçertaintï=i30) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 ï 
113 54 30 49 
44 27 50 46 
45 55 65 37 
46 55 71 50 
47 46 50 45 
48 35 47 50 
49 64 68 49 
50 52 43 42 
51 28 55 38 
52 39 46 52 
53 54 65 65 
54 46 37 30 
55 50 51 57 
56 64 62 64 
57 59 51 43 
58 38 50 63 
59 41 47 45 
60 61 47 42 
61 34 59 41 
62 66 42 39 
63 45 46 46 
64 52 65 39 
65 53 57 58 
66 50 45 56 
67 57 36 47 
68 67 43 58 
69 41 60 56 
70 39 57 44 
71 44 42 59 
72 49 68 53 
73 53 52 39 
74 39 65 41 
75 30 62 44 
76 44 44 43 
77 44 47 51 
78 68 68 39 
79 51 45 55 
80 64 50 52 
81 46 44 40 
82 49 58 47 
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Ç]ie_îalues_for_EK£eriments_II_aad_III 
(I_5iaensions^_Task_attcertaint£f.30) 
1 ~2 3 
-Çaes— 
4 5~ 6 ~7" 
62 41 57 42 40 55 45 
70 54 60 59 23 47 47 
53 56 37 41 60 60 30 
68 56 55 59 36 44 55 
49 57 39 53 48 64 55 
69 28 48 44 61 50 49 
54 64 42 44 52 51 44 
54 59 54 43 52 49 52 
39 63 37 56 60 63 56 
67 35 56 55 33 40 48 
55 41 59 44 28 52 24 
51 40 40 40 54 43 39 
43 46 57 49 70 47 56 
62 51 63 30 68 53 55 
60 58 49 46 37 38 49 
44 45 44 56 51 44 53 
61 50 66 49 46 47 45 
50 45 44 63 59 53 46 
33 46 59 50 44 48 43 
56 56 54 33 57 53 34 
45 52 63 68 48 59 43 
51 45 54 36 36 61 40 
55 44 42 51 58 35 41 
32 36 46 72 62 51 43 
50 42 29 43 53 46 37 
62 41 71 41 40 46 66 
61 35 45 49 67 64 40 
28 70 53 41 44 60 44 
46 53 51 71 52 56 41 
72 51 59 45 75 48 56 
50 54 55 52 38 63 44 
56 51 60 45 42 35 51 
31 48 51 32 48 44 51 
44 42 43 45 53 46 55 
44 47 58 58 37 51 42 
34 58 42 48 61 39 42 
46 29 59 59 46 57 36 
40 59 50 36 32 52 47 
54 69 63 62 64 40 36 
49 37 45 64 61 37 51 
I l  I I  n  o  C 1 57 58 53 "•3 
37 49 59 52 44 63 47 
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Çue_7aluës_for_Exeerimeats_II_and_III_jÇgntinuedL 
(Z_Dim2n5ionSt_Task_gnçertaint%=.30) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43 49 39 56 54 32 70 43 
44 48 42 56 49 47 47 51 
45 41 45 45 49 49 60 46 
46 53 55 25 68 56 78 59 
47 61 37 46 52 63 41 33 
48 57 72 43 59 48 29 43 
49 54 37 48 63 64 46 58 
50 54 37 49 48 63 53 40 
51 60 50 70 51 55 39 45 
52 61 56 45 74 39 60 59 
53 44 56 41 16 55 52 69 
54 70 51 40 52 51 52 48 
55 43 34 68 47 54 50 63 
56 49 48 48 60 62 33 46 
57 42 48 52 54 49 77 55 
58 51 53 54 51 58 41 43 
59 47 54 44 35 36 62 44 
60 50 48 54 46 49 44 57 
61 44 61 42 48 50 64 54 
62 49 50 53 45 67 28 48 
63 53 53 45 41 60 37 62 
64 52 42 40 36 39 59 54 
65 37 37 61 37 52 35 42 
66 44 42 49 44 46 55 41 
67 56 65 64 76 50 48 54 
68 46 33 60 55 54 57 51 
69 49 46 48 40 42 60 51 
70 31 42 62 54 39 41 32 
71 42 47 42 57 43 50 46 
72 44 67 46 43 50 41 58 
73 41 55 47 49 46 41 37 
74 57 65 47 52 61 50 47 
75 37 50 47 58 49 54 52 
76 33 50 47 47 49 27 57 
77 59 60 56 38 54 70 46 
78 63 48 48 49 59 46 49 
79 62 54 64 43 47 58 48 
80 31 54 27 56 57 56 46 
81 58 43 28 57 40 33 52 
82 62 54 50 52 50 46 32 
53 5 S 57 I l  C  C i l  /• I l  
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Ç!ie_Values_for_Ex£erimGnts_II_and_III 
(12_DimensionSt_Task_Unçertaintz=.30) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Y 
1 39 50 35 49 32 45 54 62 45 16 36 49 60 
2 49 38 38 60 61 55 46 50 27 49 59 44 56 
3 42 31 42 56 26 64 52 59 79 53 59 43 38 
U 41 40 42 36 48 52 59 57 43 42 66 53 41 
5 55 44 30 60 72 42 42 49 46 53 45 40 52 
6 66 40 49 45 52 48 43 62 34 44 46 48 61 
7 56 58 68 30 46 50 54 28 39 51 43 55 61 
8 12 68 57 40 53 46 46 43 46 48 45 43 44 
9 56 34 62 59 65 42 41 58 29 50 43 44 40 
10 56 51 65 40 63 50 56 44 37 54 49 69 44 
11 51 53 47 58 56 41 49 50 48 41 31 54 62 
12 36 42 55 41 53 42 57 49 32 47 59 53 35 
13 45 58 48 62 57 52 59 44 59 37 63 58 59 
14 54 55 72 42 51 42 31 47 49 59 54 55 66 
15 41 32 69 49 38 44 54 47 46 33 61 57 28 
16 44 58 60 69 44 38 58 52 63 59 60 62 55 
17 34 58 46 61 64 33 55 57 48 46 38 29 34 
18 61 53 27 52 46 35 68 38 42 58 41 64 47 
19 34 56 60 47 49 78 64 50 55 59 61 47 49 
20 58 63 49 50 62 51 61 50 45 40 42 51 48 
21 49 54 33 26 49 61 61 46 36 48 49 57 42 
22 31 31 63 72 28 44 46 63 76 34 47 59 51 
23 46 43 49 44 55 51 65 35 40 45 44 40 60 
24 63 34 44 62 64 60 48 44 57 62 47 37 56 
25 48 52 64 63 42 71 36 53 30 47 51 39 48 
26 42 45 33 69 47 55 45 41 72 66 60 48 31 
27 62 46 36 52 53 60 36 57 55 52 41 36 37 
28 50 58 45 51 50 58 46 53 56 49 49 46 43 
29 48 56 52 63 42 39 58 48 56 47 52 47 45 
30 60 20 31 41 59 46 52 32 40 53 47 46 49 
31 41 62 57 55 61 49 50 41 50 49 39 56 63 
32 55 56 53 52 31 36 42 54 69 51 53 52 47 
33 46 74 34 46 58 46 42 64 52 51 42 55 62 
34 44 70 47 47 30 50 54 54 65 50 45 58 39 
35 45 47 63 31 67 48 32 46 54 56 53 51 46 
36 69 36 55 55 51 61 46 43 42 45 51 43 47 
37 60 64 32 59 53 51 37 51 53 51 57 43 36 
38 32 45 46 48 63 34 39 49 56 61 51 70 62 
39 41 44 40 38 41 45 41 69 47 44 55 42 61 
40 34 50 57 43 42 56 56 53 65 41 57 51 57 
1* /> C O C A il Q c; 1 H i ^ i O 3 06 -T V 
42 49 61 44 55 59 35 47 42 61 59 34 66 51 
Ot7 çti oe 817 ei7 917 05 817 ei7 L£ et? es SZ 178 
tL Ib i.9 5 il oc ES cS oS c5 t. m If :7 c r- r c-V» u Ar C 0 
91? 25 09 175 51? ZS te ss 175 95 01? es 19 Z8 
tjÇ 517 e5 95 i?e 19 81? SI? 65 05 et? 171? 51? 18 
ZS 179 89 95 es ES 917 617 9e *76 17S Z9 01? 08 
09 59 E5 1?5 6e 8E 01? 91? es 61? 05 175 ZI? 66 
Z.S 117 65 on 17S 19 917 117 ZS 05 6S Zt7 ES 86 
f?9 55 Z5 175 61? 15 et? 69 61? 51? os 89 61? 66 
18 95 05 617 ze 175 St7 179 61? 05 09 917 09 96 
ce t?9 9e 55 017 61? ee 9e 6t? 56 179 09 OE 56 
£ £  6E 05 ee 61? 85 ZI? 11? t?5 81? L9 81? 617 1?6 
6t? 15 55 ZI? 176 95 05 ZS se ZS 9e 617 15 E6 
IS 9E fr£ 05 117 175 85 ei7 91? 95 Z9 817 EE ZL 
95 617 617 e5 17I7 SZ ZI? Z9 1?5 t7l7 LS 61? 95 16 
9t7 Str 89 se 65 6E 61? SI7 99 51? 179 65 95 06 
tje 15 61? 917 es 19 e9 51? 17e 05 85 ze E9 69 
t?S Zfi 6£ 9e et? 85 81? 09 91? se t7S 917 617 89 
6S 15 8£ 917 es tl7 01? 89 9e 117 95 t79 15 69 
t?g ZL L£ 917 175 69 Z9 17e ZI? 017 19 6e 06 99 
se 917 ZI? 95 19 817 17e 175 95 11? 09 65 817 59 
15 517 ZI? 15 8Z ZS 11? 65 61? 09 69 171? 81? 1?9 
z*} in 55 16 85 OS 59 91? 9S 6e 05 175 11? E9 
u Z9 5e 09 OS es 85 ZS 91? os 16 ZI? t7E Z9 
l7tj 19 91? 81? 09 65 Z9 SI? 06 ZS 171? 175 6E 19 
09 175 ee I7I7 69 59 19 15 11? 01? 19 19 95 09 
t?9 ei7 5e 05 09 11? 1?t7 l7t7 81? 6e 61? et? El? 65 
95 117 91r 617 8e 15 6e 61? ZS ES 5S 19 99 85 
6ft Z17 55 6e 05 17e Z9 8e se 1717 01? et? 817 65 
65 Z9 65 85 66 El? Ei? 617 65 05 ZS et? 95 95 
ZL Z.5 65 517 59 017 19 65 ZL 817 SE ZI? SS 55 
Bti 09 ZM ZS ei7 65 S9 85 £9 817 9fr 6E 55 17S 
6£ 917 £9 Z9 t?9 ZI7 05 55 L£ ZI? 01? 95 9E ES 
19 917 05 ZS es 617 65 6e 1?5 817 56 1717 ES ZS 
Ot7 117 65 8Z 65 9e 15 ee 85 89 95 I7E 05 15 
15 95 59 ZI 6e 55 ZE 09 617 19 65 55 89 05 
170 517 SZ 65 65 61? OS 61? 05 ZL 85 E6 ZS 61? 
6E 55 l7l? es 15 6Z I7I? 171? t?9 05 SS 17£ 1?E 817 
Sf? 6£ I7l7 55 es 81? 11? ZS 9e 81? 05 85 65 61? 
ei7 5E 09 81? es Z9 I»S 05 OS ZL 01? 171? 06 917 
tjt? 35 175 ZS 1?S ze SI? ZS 91? ZS 55 51? 9E SI? 
t?S 65 017 96 16 ZL 81? 1717 6e I7I7 ZI? 6e ES 171? 
Z9_ Ire _e9_ _ze_ _8t_ _ZS_ es 65 09 _ee_ 61? _6S_ _et7_ 
ZI IL 01 6 8 6 9 S 17 e Z l qor 
sôno 
(ÔÊ'=%%HTê%3ë5ân ^saôTsaâmTQ z i )  
lpëBâT^ûô5T~îîî~pûB~ïï-s5ïïâifââ351-5ôf-s§BtBÂ-0ïï5 
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ÇM§_ïâili§s_for_ExEeri«ents_II_ana_III^lÇontinuedL 
(12_Dimensionsi_Task_Onçertaint%=.30) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Y 
85 64 57 ~42" ~48~ ~39" ~47~ 'sT "~48" ~53" "47~ "65" "5Î" "34 
86 50 41 54 50 50 33 54 57 48 44 27 40 12 
87 59 71 53 58 43 47 49 55 48 45 51 54 54 
88 50 48 61 52 49 57 51 35 48 58 40 49 47 
89 44 53 50 52 46 27 45 26 63 47 43 57 35 
90 43 58 43 50 56 48 52 45 56 58 40 52 65 
91 40 47 57 51 46 31 59 58 33 49 51 55 55 
92 53 52 56 45 28 47 65 48 46 59 43 49 74 
93 55 53 51 48 54 54 45 50 41 38 42 46 44 
94 61 73 59 36 29 48 51 18 48 54 33 41 66 
95 57 53 47 45 43 48 48 54 78 56 49 41 43 
96 23 49 42 46 42 43 55 66 57 46 53 62 40 
97 46 43 55 58 52 63 44 49 46 59 58 53 61 
98 62 48 46 51 75 53 49 66 73 46 54 41 46 
99 53 49 40 45 55 50 58 42 58 56 53 40 61 
100 37 39 59 54 50 63 41 37 59 67 46 51 50 
ÇMe_Interçorrelations_for_Ex£eriments_II_and_III 
(12_DimensionSi_Task_ançertainti=i.30) 
Cue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
~~Ô67~~ 
3 -.081 .020 
4 .046 -.020 .003 
5 .116 -.115 -.089 .051 
6 .118 .030 -.013 -.072 -.034 
7 -.094 -.109 -.092 -.155 -.088 -. 125 
8 .058 -.080 -. 066 . 133 -.097 -.038 .039 
9 -. 134 .097 -. 147 .054 -.169 -.054 .044 
10 .022 .099 -.055 .032 .064 . 166 -. 161 
11 .077 -. 161 -.073 . 163 .063 .203 -.088 
12 -.132 .092 .114 -.050 -.056 -. 173 .090 
Y .134 . 124 .038 -.088 .036 . 157 .022 
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Çue_Valaes_for_EiEerlment_II 
(2_Dimensions^_Task_0Dçertaintx=j.60) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 Y 
1 38 50 38 
2 37 56 45 
3 61 56 53 
4 72 33 50 
5 49 48 45 
6 38 43 50 
7 38 61 52 
8 64 63 37 
9 43 46 38 
43 41 50 53 
11 42 51 61 
12 62 45 37 
13 45 58 69 
14 55 59 45 
15 59 56 63 
16 57 75 50 
17 31 52 26 
18 51 44 48 
19 43 57 65 
20 69 33 53 
24 42 56 43 
22 45 65 48 
23 34 40 41 
24 39 50 42 
25 58 51 44 
26 35 44 29 
27 58 54 45 
28 70 35 51 
29 49 50 47 
30 60 46 51 
31 65 43 70 
32 48 38 60 
33 59 63 28 
34 47 37 32 
35 39 54 49 
36 41 61 57 
37 44 62 61 
38 44 57 50 
39 53 40 53 
#1 A 38 67 7ft 
41 54 42 49 
42 55 60 41 
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Çue_Values_fgr_ExEeriment_II_iCgntinaedL 
(2_DimensignSx._Tas!ç_Unçertainti=2.50) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 Y 
36 40 48 
44 60 61 82 
45 52 55 50 
46 59 56 60 
47 37 56 36 
48 67 56 53 
49 38 62 36 
50 53 51 37 
51 56 37 51 
52 43 31 30 
53 34 40 63 
54 33 54 36 
55 53 52 53 
56 62 38 58 
57 50 39 59 
58 36 33 52 
59 47 43 32 
60 65 37 57 
61 55 59 61 
62 48 54 65 
63 46 58 43 
64 48 55 29 
65 75 63 58 
66 52 61 64 
67 34 43 54 
68 56 50 55 
69 49 38 51 
70 51 51 50 
71 44 40 57 
72 60 47 30 
73 48 60 36 
74 52 58 50 
75 67 56 46 
76 68 58 H2 
77 57 52 43 
78 52 45 57 
79 52 46 37 
80 44 59 53 
81 43 37 59 
82 35 39 36 
CQ 5f 
84 37 45 48 
98 
Çue_Values_for_ExEeriment_II_lÇontinuedL 
(2_DimensionSt_Task_nnçertaint%fi60) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 Y 
85 45 47 57 
86 64 40 53 
87 57 41 55 
88 73 58 54 
89 64 32 47 
90 43 46 54 
91 49 39 40 
92 39 55 58 
93 58 43 56 
94 45 65 24 
95 66 63 59 
96 32 44 26 
97 51 60 48 
98 47 46 52 
99 61 61 55 
100 43 48 49 
Çue_lQterçorrelations_for_Ex2eriment_II 
(2_2imensions^_Tasjç_Unçertaintï=.60) 
Cue 1 2 
2 .051 
Y .204 .083 
ob 
~T 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
1 0  
11 
1 2  
13 
14 
15 
1 6  
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1  
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
42 
Y 
51 
49 
50 
50 
49 
25 
41 
39 
49 
71 
34 
44 
55 
63 
48 
44 
41 
52 
38 
56 
40 
31 
46 
50 
27 
47 
41 
42 
49 
44 
54 
60 
52 
45 
50 
50 
52 
45 
44 
59 
a7 
56 
99 
Çue_?alues_fgr_3iBeri&ent_II 
(I_Dimension5^_Task_OQçertaint%=.60) 
Cues 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61 43 57 43 38 55 46 
70 55 58 58 24 47 47 
55 56 36 41 59 61 30 
68 55 54 61 36 46 53 
48 57 39 54 49 65 55 
69 25 48 44 60 49 48 
53 64 42 43 54 51 43 
53 58 55 44 52 47 51 
40 64 37 54 59 63 55 
67 39 58 56 32 41 48 
55 40 59 46 27 49 24 
51 38 40 38 54 45 41 
43 46 57 49 71 47 58 
63 50 63 31 69 55 55 
59 59 49 47 36 39 48 
44 44 44 57 51 43 52 
62 50 63 48 48 47 43 
51 45 44 63 59 53 47 
33 46 59 52 43 47 41 
58 57 53 33 56 55 34 
44 50 62 68 49 57 42 
49 44 53 35 35 61 40 
53 45 41 51 58 35 43 
33 35 47 72 62 51 43 
49 43 28 42 51 45 35 
61 41 70 43 41 46 66 
60 36 45 48 70 62 38 
28 70 53 41 44 60 44 
47 53 51 69 51 56 42 
73 51 59 43 73 49 56 
49 52 55 53 38 63 44 
57 52 59 45 43 36 51 
34 48 52 32 48 44 51 
43 43 41 45 52 49 56 
45 47 57 58 36 52 42 
34 58 41 50 61 38 42 
49 27 58 59 46 58 36 
40 59 48 37 31 52 48 
54 68 60 60 66 39 38 
50 39 46 65 60 37 51 
I t  C  I* O C 1 56 59 50 ti? 
37 48 59 52 46 64 47 
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Çîm_Ialues_for_Ex£erim§ttt_II_J[ÇontinaedL 
(Z_Qiiension§^_Task_0nçertaiiiti=i60) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
~43 
_ 
40 55 53 30 70 41 
44 46 41 57 52 46 48 52 
45 40 43 44 51 50 59 48 
46 52 56 26 28 55 78 58 
47 60 38 46 52 63 41 31 
48 58 71 42 59 48 29 43 
49 54 35 46 63 64 47 60 
50 55 38 47 48 61 55 41 
51 60 49 69 51 53 37 45 
52 60 56 43 74 41 61 58 
53 45 55 43 14 58 53 70 
54 69 52 39 54 50 51 47 
55 43 36 69 48 54 50 63 
56 47 48 48 61 62 32 46 
57 43 50 54 54 49 76 56 
58 52 50 54 52 60 42 43 
59 46 53 44 35 36 62 43 
60 49 49 54 45 48 44 56 
61 44 64 41 47 50 64 57 
62 49 51 54 46 67 29 46 
63 53 51 45 39 60 38 63 
64 52 42 39 34 39 58 54 
65 37 36 61 37 53 33 41 
66 44 43 48 44 45 54 41 
67 56 62 64 74 48 48 54 
68 45 34 59 54 53 54 51 
69 49 46 49 39 41 62 50 
70 34 44 63 54 38 44 31 
71 41 48 42 59 41 51 47 
72 45 66 47 44 50 40 58 
73 42 57 48 48 48 43 37 
74 56 65 46 54 62 51 47 
75 37 52 46 60 50 52 52 
76 33 51 46 46 50 27 57 
77 58 60 58 40 55 71 48 
78 66 49 48 49 60 45 48 
79 63 53 64 42 49 59 49 
80 31 54 26 58 56 55 44 
81 57 43 27 58 37 35 50 
82 62 56 51 50 50 45 33 
o 3 r r> u o C C 55 42 U6 53 44 
84 52 53 31 35 51 43 37 
Y 
36 
54 
49 
45 
38 
48 
50 
51 
32 
53 
66 
45 
60 
45 
71 
56 
36 
42 
64 
52 
43 
40 
47 
46 
32 
39 
47 
67 
56 
61 
63 
67 
50 
44 
71 
59 
57 
42 
37 
57 
32 
54 
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CM_Values_for_Ex£erifflent_II_iContinueai 
(2_Difflensigns^_Task_Oncertainti=.60) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ï 
"sT 67 "55 ~~35~ 54 "~66 "37" 3Î"" 5Î 
86 46 61 54 61 41 38 45 53 
87 48 49 47 61 57 40 45 36 
88 47 43 47 61 36 51 34 50 
89 31 60 67 51 31 46 40 58 
90 56 54 63 33 51 43 43 40 
91 40 51 35 45 51 44 49 36 
92 39 49 42 64 20 62 44 50 
93 57 42 43 60 52 51 59 47 
94 50 46 40 56 58 55 52 50 
95 50 48 45 31 47 37 48 43 
96 36 45 52 65 57 18 44 31 
97 47 25 45 37 50 37 41 56 
98 50 55 68 60 40 47 53 43 
99 40 53 50 43 55 43 59 54 
100 53 66 60 37 67 46 50 56 
Çue_Interçorrelations_for_Exfieriment_II 
(I_eiaeasions^_Task_Onçertaintîi=j.60) 
Cue 1 2 3 4 5 6 
T~" 
3 .098 -.045 
4 -.041 -.029 -.042 
5 .102 -.011 -. 155 -.056 
6 -.015 .037 -.066 .007 -.174 
7 -.007 .090 .027 -.053 .132 .077 
Y -.039 .176 .116 -.047 .069 .135 
ob 
~T 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
1 2  
13 
14 
15 
1 6  
17 
1 8  
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 I» 4 
I 
42 
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Cue Values for Experiment II 
( 12_DÏm e nsion s^lTaii, Un cert ain t £=2.6 0) 
1 2 
Cues -
Y 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 12 
39 50 35 "5Ô~" '32~ "45" ~53~' ~62~ "46~ 16 37 51 60 
49 39 38 61 61 55 46 50 27 48 69 45 56 
42 31 42 54 26 62 53 59 78 53 58 43 38 
42 41 42 37 49 53 58 56 42 42 64 52 41 
54 46 31 60 71 43 43 48 44 53 44 41 52 
66 40 48 45 53 48 44 62 36 44 46 50 61 
57 59 68 30 44 52 55 28 41 51 43 53 61 
11 68 55 41 54 46 46 41 47 49 45 42 44 
56 34 63 59 65 41 39 56 29 49 43 43 40 
55 50 66 38 64 50 55 43 38 53 50 70 44 
52 52 48 59 56 41 49 51 47 43 31 54 62 
37 41 54 41 53 40 56 47 31 47 58 54 35 
45 58 49 63 58 51 60 43 59 37 62 58 59 
56 55 72 41 52 44 33 45 50 60 55 57 66 
38 31 68 49 39 43 54 48 45 31 59 57 28 
44 58 60 68 44 40 59 51 63 59 58 63 55 
35 58 47 61 61 33 54 56 46 44 40 30 34 
61 54 26 52 45 34 68 37 42 56 41 65 47 
34 56 59 48 48 79 64 51 55 57 61 47 49 
58 63 48 49 62 50 60 49 46 39 43 52 48 
50 52 31 26 49 61 61 47 37 50 47 58 42 
31 31 64 72 28 44 46 64 73 34 47 58 51 
45 42 50 44 57 52 66 35 40 45 43 40 60 
64 33 46 63 62 62 48 44 56 62 49 37 56 
48 51 65 62 42 71 36 53 31 46 51 39 48 
42 45 33 68 46 56 43 41 71 65 60 46 31 
62 46 35 52 52 59 37 58 53 50 42 35 37 
50 58 45 51 51 56 45 53 57 48 48 46 43 
47 57 53 63 42 40 58 47 56 48 51 47 45 
59 21 30 42 59 45 52 31 40 53 48 47 49 
42 62 57 55 60 51 51 42 50 50 38 56 63 
55 58 53 50 31 36 42 52 68 51 54 53 47 
47 75 35 47 58 46 42 65 51 50 43 54 62 
43 68 48 47 29 50 54 53 65 51 44 56 39 
46 47 62 31 68 48 31 47 53 55 54 50 46 
70 36 54 54 51 62 46 43 41 46 50 42 47 
60 63 33 59 50 51 37 51 52 51 57 43 36 
31 46 46 46 63 37 39 48 57 62 53 68 62 
42 43 40 39 42 45 41 70 48 44 57 41 61 
34 49 58 43 42 56 56 54 64 41 57 51 57 
C  C fi A 
-T W il c -T ^  C 1 53 I t  n  6'f 59 30 a? 51 
49 59 44 54 60 36 46 44 60 59 33 65 51 
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Çue_Values_for_Ex2eriment_II_iÇontinuedL 
(12_Dimensions^_Task_Dnçertainti=2.6g) 
Cues ~ 
Job 1 2 3~ 4 ••"5 ~6" 7~' ~~9 'iô~ "l~ "Î2 Y 
"03" "sF •~49~ ~34~ ~6Ô~ ~59" ~52' ~54"" ~47" ~32~" '62~ "4Î~ ~34* •~62 
52 37 43 44 39 44 48 72 71 77 42 58 54 
45 36 42 55 51 44 52 46 33 55 52 54 51 44 
46 70 44 41 71 49 52 54 59 52 48 60 35 43 
47 58 57 50 47 37 51 41 48 54 57 44 38 45 
48 34 34 56 50 62 43 44 26 50 53 45 55 39 
49 53 72 58 71 50 47 50 50 57 57 28 44 34 
50 68 55 58 61 47 62 33 54 41 72 64 54 51 
51 50 33 56 68 58 39 51 36 56 29 57 41 40 
52 53 44 76 49 55 39 56 49 53 53 51 46 61 
53 34 57 38 42 37 55 51 43 63 61 62 46 39 
54 56 38 46 48 62 56 64 60 43 51 42 61 48 
55 55 43 35 48 72 57 62 41 67 45 60 60 72 
56 55 44 52 50 58 49 43 44 75 59 59 64 57 
57 48 45 41 44 34 38 62 33 52 39 54 41 49 
58 68 61 54 51 52 47 39 50 38 48 48 41 56 
59 45 45 48 40 49 42 43 43 62 49 36 42 64 
60 56 60 61 41 42 51 63 64 66 45 35 54 60 
61 37 53 43 52 70 47 61 59 61 47 47 61 44 
62 34 40 72 49 44 53 58 53 52 60 36 52 41 
63 41 54 49 38 55 46 65 50 57 71 54 47 42 
64 48 46 66 59 47 60 42 51 29 52 41 45 51 
65 47 58 60 41 56 54 35 48 60 57 40 46 35 
66 71 40 62 40 41 35 62 69 54 44 37 73 54 
67 52 64 56 41 37 66 41 42 52 47 38 52 57 
68 47 48 55 36 45 61 48 56 42 37 38 43 54 
69 62 33 57 49 34 42 64 61 28 44 50 51 34 
70 55 56 64 45 67 45 48 37 58 36 68 43 46 
71 57 46 51 45 54 60 44 25 45 53 46 47 56 
72 32 48 61 57 48 42 57 56 40 51 33 37 51 
73 52 46 35 52 35 53 60 56 72 42 56 51 49 
74 46 48 61 49 55 41 42 58 48 32 47 36 33 
75 31 60 63 76 48 35 32 46 41 54 38 64 50 
76 60 45 62 51 48 64 46 55 33 49 52 57 81 
77 48 68 50 45 50 68 44 49 49 55 52 55 64 
78 53 42 57 49 53 41 47 61 54 40 57 42 57 
79 42 54 51 48 52 46 39 38 39 54 53 66 60 
80 40 63 54 73 37 49 45 52 53 56 68 64 52 
8 1 45 44 42 51 60 46 47 61 33 58 53 46 54 
82 62 54 39 56 54 54 31 52 44 54 61 51 46 
O O c r\ C C C O C. H o es 5'! 55 3 8 45 6? 5? 71 
84 26 51 43 37 43 49 49 45 42 48 30 46 40 
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Çue_Values_for_Ex£erifflent_II_iÇontiaue^ 
(12_Difflensigns^_Task_Onçertaintïf.60) 
Job 
Cues 
Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
85 63 57 42 49 38 47 32 47 53 46 65 51 34 
86 50 39 54 49 50 33 53 56 48 42 25 38 12 
87 59 70 54 59 43 45 49 57 47 45 51 53 54 
88 50 46 62 53 49 55 50 35 49 58 42 48 47 
89 44 52 49 52 44 27 44 26 63 47 43 57 35 
90 44 59 42 51 58 47 53 46 56 57 40 53 65 
91 41 48 56 50 45 31 59 59 34 49 51 53 55 
92 53 53 56 45 29 48 66 49 49 59 42 50 74 
93 55 53 51 48 54 52 45 50 39 40 43 46 44 
94 60 74 59 37 29 49 53 20 49 54 34 41 66 
95 58 52 47 44 43 48 48 54 78 56 49 40 43 
96 23 47 42 47 43 42 53 66 56 47 54 61 40 
97 47 44 55 57 52 64 44 49 47 60 59 52 61 
98 61 49 45 50 76 55 49 66 73 45 53 40 46 
99 53 49 42 45 55 50 58 43 59 56 52 40 61 
100 37 40 58 54 51 64 41 37 59 67 46 51 50 
Çae_Interçorrelations_for_Ex£eriB^t_II 
(12_Diaensions^_Tasiç_0nçertaiitï.=s.6g) 
Cue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
___ 
-.04" 
3 -.082 .013 . 
4 .039 -.016 .008 
5 .121 106 -.085 .043 
6 .116 .020 -.007 -.055 -.015 
7 -.089 -.098 -.094 -. 157 -.109 -.098 
8 .055 -.079 -.053 .117 -.087 -.030 .034 
9 -.139 .088 -. 135 .030 -.177 -.033 .052 
10 .018 .104 -.040 .010 .045 . 189 -. 160 
11 .068 -. 151 -.082 . 148 .068 .210 -.088 
12 -. 110 .090 .107 -.061 -.038 -. 156 . 104 
Y .153 . 154 .057 -.071 .060 . 183 .057 
105 
Cue intercorrelations for_ ExgeriBent_II_IContinuedL 
(12_Dimensions^_Task_gnçertaintz=i6Q) 
Cue 8 9 10 11 12 
9 .041 
10 -.153 . 138 
11 .042 .075 -.009 
12 .013 .089 .129 .096 
Y -.034 -.092 .097 .035 .219 
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Cue Values for Experiment II 
( 2_DiâinsïônsIlTas jçl On c e r t a in t £=^9 0) 
.Cues, 
Job 1 2 Y 
1 43 55 49 
2 55 61 53 
3 70 40 48 
U 48 65 65 
5 51 55 52 
6 68 58 55 
7 41 49 47 
8 32 46 27 
9 53 68 57 
10 52 37 54 
11 46 58 46 
12 51 63 55 
13 58 56 69 
14 52 44 38 
15 52 34 45 
16 53 53 62 
17 54 53 45 
18 43 45 42 
19 44 54 42 
20 37 35 38 
21 47 56 52 
22 67 39 53 
23 61 46 41 
24 50 34 47 
25 46 53 49 
26 52 53 42 
27 48 58 48 
28 44 43 45 
29 48 58 63 
30 39 42 43 
31 59 49 48 
32 47 53 39 
33 59 54 67 
34 46 55 54 
35 68 38 48 
36 59 54 59 
37 48 50 62 
38 55 35 46 
39 27 51 35 
40 55 29 46 
n i C.-1 65 59 
42 45 50 59 
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Çue_Values_fgr_EzEerimeat_ir_jÇontinuedL 
(2_Dimensions^_Task_Unçertaintï=.90) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 Y 
85 49 6"" 
86 54 46 45 
87 53 39 63 
88 49 39 52 
89 58 43 47 
90 45 38 56 
91 51 38 48 
92 43 54 62 
93 50 54 46 
94 39 48 65 
95 56 45 55 
96 24 33 26 
97 37 44 42 
98 44 64 35 
99 45 50 43 
100 30 57 53 
Çne_Interçgrrelations_for_EiEerimeat_II 
(2_Dimensions^_Task_Onçertainti=j.90) 
Cue 1 2 
2 -.033 
Y .340 .342 
1 
Î9 
58 
50 
33 
48 
36 
49 
47 
55 
52 
57 
54 
37 
34 
36 
52 
53 
56 
71 
26 
38 
56 
54 
56 
62 
56 
42 
45 
50 
63 
45 
50 
50 
59 
59 
55 
40 
64 
35 
44 
33 
Y 
38 
58 
39 
39 
54 
57 
39 
59 
57 
38 
54 
56 
49 
48 
51 
48 
48 
58 
46 
48 
36 
34 
51 
47 
36 
32 
48 
66 
46 
40 
50 
39 
45 
40 
50 
61 
60 
31 
46 
56 
UQ 
50 
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Cue-Values for Experiment II 
n Dimensions. Task Dncertainty=.90) 
Cues 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
55 49 30 34 34 37 
56 56 37 45 65 36 
55 63 52 38 39 54 
37 41 49 64 44 55 
37 49 48 45 67 65 
35 59 48 54 47 64 
76 54 50 43 46 65 
44 55 51 36 46 61 
60 63 51 45 56 36 
45 54 48 42 58 39 
52 60 59 62 66 46 
55 50 40 69 51 57 
46 57 54 45 38 21 
54 54 39 67 53 45 
45 45 66 37 50 44 
29 61 59 49 58 43 
45 48 43 44 54 43 
72 48 40 61 43 57 
65 50 50 40 40 66 
62 52 46 60 54 76 
44 47 33 45 53 43 
61 39 60 42 47 50 
36 63 63 44 49 35 
59 50 37 49 60 50 
32 37 53 47 48 44 
58 58 58 55 58 52 
54 36 49 56 48 37 
57 42 60 59 46 70 
54 45 52 33 37 56 
44 54 43 48 64 33 
58 54 34 55 36 57 
51 40 56 59 54 35 
38 50 52 56 64 44 
47 53 58 45 37 54 
60 60 72 49 34 58 
52 53 55 47 36 71 
42 48 39 51 64 64 
25 52 46 55 23 36 
35 45 42 70 44 38 
45 36 38 37 52 41 
n  r\ c. -y / I  O  52 (1 0 un 
29 31 36 28 57 67 
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Çfie_ïalaes_for_Ex£eriment_II-iÇ2atinuedL 
(7 Dimensions, Task ancertainty^.90) 
Cues 
Job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Y 
43 56 47 37 40 38 38 37 53 
44 64 60 62 39 45 41 51 48 
45 56 56 56 43 52 77 28 51 
46 63 55 50 48 50 42 50 63 
47 42 52 29 56 52 45 79 58 
48 42 45 40 32 46 39 35 35 
49 59 59 51 38 58 37 50 63 
50 48 54 38 48 40 31 59 57 
51 38 50 71 46 60 47 39 48 
52 38 33 56 48 50 50 59 43 
53 56 64 42 44 22 57 65 44 
54 46 56 49 61 66 58 45 57 
55 59 57 33 39 45 56 58 50 
56 57 49 36 53 37 35 53 32 
57 54 55 54 47 52 67 60 49 
58 42 34 52 45 44 69 60 46 
59 31 25 69 47 54 37 43 59 
60 54 54 33 57 50 40 52 42 
61 78 43 49 37 61 48 53 49 
62 55 51 55 45 41 63 66 62 
63 35 44 50 46 53 39 64 19 
64 48 62 45 46 30 37 42 38 
65 42 29 33 47 39 58 73 48 
66 45 40 64 25 34 32 59 41 
67 41 32 73 61 43 43 68 62 
68 51 41 54 41 47 59 48 44 
69 65 53 42 67 30 58 40 60 
70 39 53 49 39 54 55 60 23 
71 58 39 41 44 43 43 68 45 
72 40 56 47 56 57 61 55 48 
72 48 41 48 48 21 38 68 54 
74 38 49 59 41 59 59 70 64 
75 36 62 54 48 55 64 28 49 
76 51 64 63 37 65 39 44 49 
77 48 41 43 60 69 43 51 43 
78 34 39 49 63 58 66 44 43 
79 72 51 42 52 49 62 55 61 
80 44 47 34 66 53 57 64 38 
81 46 48 45 44 32 44 33 36 
82 21 43 60 55 61 44 58 50 
33 U 3 c c C O C. O 56 C /I CO 
84 55 51 48 54 47 54 57 54 
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cue Values for_ Experiment 11 (Coatinued). 
(2_Diaension^_Tas!t_flnçertai^2.^90) 
Job 1 2 ~~Y~ 
Cues 
4 
__ _ 
"~6 7 Ï 
85 63 40 49 53 54 43 60 60 
86 52 67 52 52 31 46 63 64 
87 46 65 61 56 48 36 52 63 
88 65 51 45 58 51 48 59 40 
89 49 49 56 56 60 44 66 48 
90 34 59 49 46 40 47 62 22 
91 47 42 55 61 50 44 41 33 
92 40 60 51 47 60 48 51 47 
93 50 67 36 43 44 73 44 53 
9it 58 58 36 64 44 51 63 47 
95 41 51 60 45 45 56 53 47 
96 36 67 69 55 68 70 54 54 
97 42 54 51 46 32 44 53 53 
98 65 59 54 46 53 47 55 66 
99 50 36 46 35 66 53 49 47 
100 45 36 42 42 63 47 55 58 
Çae_Iaterçorçelations_for_Ex2erinent_lI 
(2_Dime^ionst_Task_UnçertaintY=.90) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 . 178 
3 -.108 ,018 « 
4 .110 .034 .003 
5 -.110 -.010 .195 .047 
6 .007 .044 -.015 .028 .151 « 
7 -.028 .061 -.141 .086 -.072 -.069 
Y .159 .126 . 152 .055 .082 . 131 .189 
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£9 617 09 17S 31? 98 OS 65 179 8S E9 E9 15 I7E 
Ire Z€ 217 17S L9 917 9S 8E 1?1? 179 817 SS 85 EE 
ES OS 617 Sl7 81? LS 17E 517 617 65 6E 61? 817 3E 
L£ Sl7 ZS 39 17S 817 817 317 L17 91? Ll? 85 66 LE 
Z9 S17 017 817 ES ES ES 55 6E 617 35 31? 517 OE 
LS ES 817 OS El? 61? El? 06 175 317 EE 55 05 63 
8S LS 617 17S 01? El? Sl7 95 61? 8E 817 1?9 L9 83 
179 9S ES 39 9S I7l7 8S El? Ll? 179 01? 93 8E 63 
Ltl 8S 61? lîE SS 8E 8E IfE SI? 617 81? LS 05 93 
09 1717 99 917 L9 E17 LS 175 017 35 06 171? 51? 53 
SS 117 L9 65 8S ES SS 517 15 ES 65 09 91» 173 
Zii I7l7 S17 SS 3E 617 OS L6 61? 55 9E 09 175 E3 
09 617 ZS 69 017 L9 39 917 65 05 65 65 35 33 
89 Lti ZS L9 ES 61? ES 95 LS 63 II7 35 617 L3 
39 es ZS 17S SS 09 917 ES 61? 91? 35 91? LI7 03 
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Z l l  
Job 
"âT 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
6 1  
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81  
82 
S 3 
84 
ï 
53 
67 
55 
71 
54 
51 
41 
43 
57 
42 
63 
35 
42 
39 
45 
77 
45 
45 
50 
32 
48 
51 
50 
54 
45 
34 
58 
54 
55 
54 
36 
43 
58 
51 
39 
41 
70 
44 
66 
55 
44 
58 
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Çue_ïâia§s_for_Ex£eriment_II_lÇontinuedL 
(I2_DiBensio^^_Task_Unçertaiat]r=i90) 
Cues 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
36 46 50 *"67~ 42 61 39 46 51 51 51 28 
61 66 57 46 47 46 49 46 58 29 47 52 
57 51 45 43 56 41 46 53 54 56 69 55 
58 43 65 30 53 44 44 53 50 32 59 53 
57 54 50 49 31 37 45 49 49 40 42 58 
45 78 41 61 54 53 27 52 50 47 45 48 
47 43 54 45 57 57 55 28 55 51 55 43 
39 45 43 49 48 62 60 28 44 52 63 50 
75 44 51 53 64 44 44 44 39 59 50 62 
50 56 46 41 60 50 42 40 42 59 57 53 
45 40 64 48 42 45 51 42 40 56 36 55 
65 42 57 52 58 49 48 49 50 45 46 53 
53 54 55 54 57 59 42 57 50 37 63 49 
52 58 49 35 57 54 36 53 51 45 77 44 
75 30 46 40 62 54 42 51 52 51 48 31 
37 54 45 50 42 56 58 55 47 62 50 62 
35 40 36 61 34 57 55 45 43 41 39 39 
62 66 54 40 45 51 41 63 73 59 41 67 
52 62 73 42 49 64 58 46 50 33 49 56 
44 42 41 35 44 60 69 62 44 56 49 54 
46 46 42 62 43 42 42 55 61 42 55 33 
56 43 55 32 59 51 37 39 65 56 38 38 
57 54 47 40 52 41 53 39 49 55 55 27 
44 60 64 41 55 59 51 51 52 34 53 66 
41 47 66 55 62 54 42 55 49 44 37 69 
34 58 65 56 39 33 43 63 33 63 64 32 
52 39 52 57 49 67 57 59 37 43 55 59 
46 49 56 42 50 19 41 56 56 70 35 57 
67 44 57 55 29 46 33 66 47 55 52 56 
54 64 49 55 39 47 37 56 38 70 70 59 
73 62 52 42 53 46 70 41 44 47 61 52 
51 71 44 63 45 46 32 41 46 39 61 58 
65 64 48 52 57 40 45 54 54 63 60 49 
48 37 39 42 45 36 46 43 70 48 53 53 
64 42 62 43 46 70 46 58 54 59 50 52 
42 53 46 51 52 51 68 54 46 56 54 47 
55 35 46 51 45 49 48 37 63 49 39 49 
37 72 59 54 53 61 35 43 35 39 42 56 
49 47 59 56 49 45 49 33 65 64 48 51 
64 28 55 46 47 33 44 49 57 50 42 58 
53 G2 1 £ ^  *7 A Il n 53 51 46 fil 
57 45 50 50 51 54 58 45 71 49 40 71 
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Çue_j;alue^for_ExBeriment_II_iÇontinae^ 
(12 Dimensions, Task UncertaintY=^9Q) 
-Cues. 
Job 1 2 3 "*4 " 5~ "ë" 7 8~' "9 lo "îï" ~Î2 Y 
85" 40 ~49~ ~55~ ~53~ '34" ~38' ~54~ "5Î~' 44 59 59 42 51 
86 57 53 61 61 49 61 49 37 61 51 53 51 43 
87 57 42 57 34 50 40 38 54 40 48 57 I&9 50 
88 50 70 61 39 44 44 40 52 43 51 34 20 50 
89 48 38 26 57 34 49 21 51 58 54 42 62 47 
90 56 42 66 62 64 58 61 56 49 51 44 56 63 
91 51 31 49 51 16 28 41 54 66 30 55 60 34 
92 61 55 37 57 50 46 49 30 45 65 54 48 38 
93 46 67 45 65 40 42 57 21 51 56 55 39 16 
94 44 59 49 49 61 35 64 60 65 67 34 37 45 
95 57 55 31 59 47 64 65 59 49 43 53 46 54 
96 34 50 59 47 46 56 48 65 49 50 44 59 46 
97 55 49 60 68 49 46 40 39 57 57 43 57 39 
98 66 53 46 57 50 53 44 29 59 39 25 65 59 
99 38 29 42 42 46 46 47 46 49 58 42 52 £i7 
100 47 49 45 51 59 35 56 41 45 46 57 70 49 
Çue_Interçorrelatigns_for_ExEeriment_II 
(12_DimensionSa_Task_Unçertaint%=i9g) 
Cue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 .050 
3 — .006 .110 
4 147 .056 -.034 
5 .103 .147 .117 -.184 
6 — . 084 .094 -.088 .006 .184 
7 -.092 -.107 .140 -.049 .071 .033 
8 -.040 .006 .052 -.110 -.003 .084 -.078 
9 .123 -.157 -.063 -.139 -.107 -.212 -.008 
10 -.056 -.089 -.033 .036 .068 -. 159 .110 
11 .132 .188 -.060 .066 -.059 -.032 -.111 
12 .074 -. 149 -.024 -.024 .017 .071 -.054 
Y .040 -.126 .087 -.105 .152 .060 -.055 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 t 
1 1 
•CJI 1 
0)1 1 
31 1 1 
C3I 1 1 
•H 1 ! 
+)| 1 1 
1 1 
OlOl 1 1 
uicni 1 1 
"~1 «1 1 11 1 1 
1 
1 1! 1 
HI >4 l<N 1 CM 
HI +»( i«— 1 00 
1 dl 1 T-
+) M 1 • 
al (dl 1 1 
0)1*» 1 
ai w( 1 HI 0)1 1 j 
Ml Ul 1 <y> in 
<1)1 at i r 1 m 00 
OlDI 1 1 o o 
Ml 1 1 1 • • 
Hl^l 1 1 1 1 
1 Ml 1 
Ml (dl 1 
Ol HI 1 
Wl 1 to 1 kO o 
1 4 1 (N m m 
Ml Ml 1 1 o »- o 
al ol 1 1 * « » 
Ol o 1 1 1 1 
•Hi'HI 1 1 
4J| Ml 1 (vl ai 1 
r4l 0)1 i<y> 1 d- 00 00 vo (Ul al 1 1 (N vo VO o 
Ml HI 1 1 r- r- o »-
Ml ai 1 1 « « « * 
Ol 1 1 1 1 
01 «Ni 1 
MiT-l 1 
QJI W 1 |0 O m vo a> +JI 100 
CI 1 lit o r» o vD 
HI 1 i o o o T- r-
1 • t • • • 
ol 1 1 31 1 1 
Ul 1 
I m (ON o T- (\| (M 
1 3 1 r- 1— T-
1 u 1 
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appendix c 
Questionnaires from Study I 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING 
EXPRIMENT #11 
117 
Tho puzpoe# of thla study is to invsstigsts th# attitudes, values and 
abilities of college students with particular reference to the desirabHitgr 
rating of a number of jobs. Pert I of the study is to b# eendueted tonight. 
Part II is scheduled to be oonducted at several different times next week. 
Only individuals idio have taken part in part I are eligible to participate 
in Part II. You are encouraged to sign one of the sheets and participate 
in the second part of this eqperinent. It, iike this part, will be worth 
two e3q}eriiaantal credits. 
At the end of the test booklet you will find It IBM antvsr sheets, 
niey are for recording your answers on the last tno inventories to be 
administered this evening, the IfC Inventoiy and the Job Desirability Rating. 
Please fill in the IDENTIFICATION NUMBER sectieo of all U IBM answer sheets 
at this time. Put your 3 digit IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (the one at the top 
and bottma of this page) in the first three blanks in the block in the upper 
ri^t hand portion of the answer sheet. Skip a space. In the next set of 
blanks number the snswer sheets 1, 2, 3, and U by coloring in the appropriate 
blank. In the next to the last blank indicate your sex by coloring in 1 for 
MALE and 2 for FEMALE. In ths last blank indicate your class in school by 
coloring in 1 for FRESHMAN, 2 for SQPH(MORE, 3 for JUNIOR, and It for SENIOR. 
Check aU the answer sheets and be sure you have colored in the appropriate 
spaces. Now order the answer sheets 1, 2, 3, i( and replace then at the end 
of the questionnaire. 
Now complete the information requested below: 
NAME SEX 
AMES ADDRESS 
AMES PHONE 
PSXCHOLOOI 101 INSTRUCTOR 
TIME TOUR 101 SECTION MEETS 
ADMISSION TICKET AND 
REMINDER FOBM FOR PART II OF EXPERIMENT #11 JOB DESIRABILITX RATINGS 
Experimenter: Kelley A. Conrad IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
Office I 3U A Old Botany Hall 
Phone: 29U-7592 
DATE, TIME, AND PLACE FOR PART III 
. OCTOBER . . 1972 at %=— 
Location I Room 315 Old Botany Hall (Located at the North end of the third 
floor north-south hallway). 
If you find you cannot make the time you originally signed up for call Kelley 
and reschedule yourself for a different time, 
KEEP THIS BOTTOM PORTION AS A REMINDER, BRING IT WITH YOU TO PART II. 
118 
SKNTWNCK COMPLETION 
Write two or three sentences in response to each of the sentence items. 
Try to do every one. Be sure to make complete sentences. 
1. Rules 
2. When 1 am in doubt 
3. When I am criticized 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
119 
JOB LIST 
When you think about the various jobs or work positions in the world, 
which ones come to mind as particularly important. Record these below. Any others? 
1. 26. 
2. 27. 
3. 28. 
4. 29. 
5. 30. 
6. 31. 
7. 32. 
8. 33. 
9. 34. 
10. 35. 
11. 36. 
12. 37. 
13. 38. 
14. 39. 
15. 40. 
16. 41. 
17. 42. 
18. 43. 
19. 44. 
20. 45. 
21. 46. 
22. 47. 
23. 48. 
24. 49. 
25. 50. 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
.10B GRCKirS 
120 
Arrange these jobs into groups. Make as many groqps as you can and in 
each one put jobs that have something in common. Below each grovqp record what 
it is the jobs have in consion. 
Group 1^ Group ^ 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 2 Group ^  
In Common: In Common: 
Group 2 Group £ 
In Common: In Common: 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
Group 2 
In Common: 
Group & 
In Common: 
Group 9 
In Common: 
121 
Group 10 
In Common: 
Group 11 
In Common: 
Group 12 
In Common: 
GO W TO NEXT PAGE 
-4-
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Group 13 Grow 16 
In Common: In CŒimon: 
Group 14 Group 17 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 15 Group 18 
In Common: In Common: 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
LPC Inventory 
People differ in the ways they think about those with whom they work. This may 
be important in working with others. Please give your immediate, first reaction 
to the items on the following page. 123 
On the following sheet are pairs of words which are opposite in meaning, such as 
Very Neat and Not Neat. You are asked to describe someone with whom you have worked 
by placing an "X" in one of the eight spaces on the line between the two words. 
Each space represents how well the adjective fits the person you are describing, 
as if it were written: 
Very Neat; ; ; ; | ; ; : ;Not Neat 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  
Very Quite Some- Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
For example; If you were to describe the person with whom you are able to work 
least well, and you ordinarily think of him as being quite neat, you would put an 
"X" in the second space from the words Very Neat, like this: 
Very Neat: : X : : J ; ; : :Not Neat { : :
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Very Quite Some­ Slightly Slightly Some­ Quite Very 
Neat Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
If you ordinarily think of the person with whom you can work least well as being 
only slightly neat, you would put your "X" as follows: 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
Slightly Slightly Some-
Neat Untidy what 
Untidy 
:Not Neat 
Quite Very 
Untidy Untidy 
If you would think of him as being very untidy, you would use the space nearest 
the words Not Neat. 
Very Neat: ;Not Neat 
8 
Very 
Neat 
7 6 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
5 4 3 2 1 
Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Untidy what untidy untidy 
Untidy 
Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put in your "X". Please 
remember that there are no right or wrong answers. Work rapidly; your first answer is 
likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items, and mark each item only once. 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
124 
- 2 -
LPC 
Now, think of the person with Wiom you can work least well. He may be someone you work 
with now, or he may be someone you knew in the past. 
He does not have to be the person you like least well, but should be the person with 
whom you had the most difficulty in getting a job done. Describe this person as he 
appears to you. 
Pleasant : 
Friendly 
Rejecting : 
Helpful : 
Unenthus iastic : _
Tense : 
Distant : 
Cold : 
Cooperative : 
Supportive : 
Boring : 
Quarrelsome : 
Self-Assured : 
Efficient ; 
Gloomy : 
Open : 
Unpleasant 
Unfriendly 
Accepting 
Frustrating 
Enthusiastic 
Relaxed 
Close 
jWarm 
Uncooperative 
Hostile 
Interesting 
Harmonious 
Hesitant 
Inefficient 
Cheerful 
:Guarded 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
IBM ANSWER SHSiST INSTRUOnONS FOR LFC INVBI10RX 
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U## th# antirar #h##t uhloh you hav# already numbared a# nuMbar 1. For 
•aoh of th# 16 itmm on tha IPO Inventoxy (they are vnmmber#d on the Invw^iy 
but treat them a# if they were numbered oonaeoutively from the top to the be^em) 
use the flrtt 8 blanks on the IBM answer sheet as if th«y were the eight w#me 
on the eoalefl in the test booklet. Blacken the one which oorre^cnrts to tke 
apaee in whioh you placed your "X" in the inveatory in the teat booklet 
No# tak« out the IBM answer sheets you have previously arambered 2 ,  3, end 
Ua Chedk to make aure your identifioation mmber is at the imp of eaoh. 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING INSTRUCTIONS 
College administrators evaluate grade point averages, test scores and letters of 
recommendation to decide whether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. 
It has been shown by Resnow at Harvard, and by Atkinson & Gray at Berkeley, that 
this ability to use several pieces of information and arrive at a valid judgment is 
the most valuable trait that characterizes both declson makers and creative individ­
uals in our society. Theee findings have been replicated widely. We are Interested 
in thie ability and especially in eeelng how different groupe reepond on different 
tasks. Pleaee indicate on your IBM answer sheet your present class in college. Uee 
the laet alternative in the IDENTIFICATION NUMBER section of the aaswer sheet. If 
you are a FRESHMAN color in choice It SOPHOMORE choice 2; JUNIOR dwioe 3; SENIOR 
choice 4. 
Thie ability la also used when college students make vocational choices by forming 
laqpressions sbout the desirability of jobs. We do thie by examining a job in terme 
of certain job characteristics, and then combining theee separate evaluations into a 
eingle overall rating of the jdb'a desirability. For our study, we will project 100 
slides, eaoh representing a job* On each slide there are 6 Àineasioas and for each 
of theee dineneions there is a numerical value ranging Apom 1 to it repreeents 
the rating of that dimension for the job presented on the slide. 
Your task le to etudy the values given for each of the dimenelona presented. From 
these, you are to make your vocational choice and decide how desirable eaoh job is. 
You will record .veur evaluation an the eame 97; point eeale using your IBM answer 
sheet. 
The second slide will tell you how people, who later became sucoeesful on that job, 
rated it themeelvee before actually starting on the job. These people will be called 
"job holdere". 
An example ie preeented em the mexct page 
SAMPLE PROFILE 
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From the profile above you know that the WORKING CONDITIONS are rated between GOOD 
and VERY GOOD; the PAY is rated AVERAGE; the FELLOW EMPLOYEES are rated GOOD; the 
SUPERVISOR-EMPLOYEE RELATIONS are rated between POOR and AVERAGE; the SECURITY is 
rated GOOD; and the OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT is rated between GOOD and VERY GOOD. 
From these characteristics you are to decide how desirable the job is. You will 
express your evaluation in terms of the 9-point scale. For example, if you think 
the job rates between GOOD and VERY GOOD, you would rate it 8 on your IBM answer 
sheet by blackening in the alternative numbered 8 on appropriately numbered set. 
that appears on the answer sheet. 
The Job Holder's slide might be as follows: 
joa OTi—• urao or xa SAMPLE 
We will present three slides as examples before we begin. Then the actual jobs wiii be 
shown to you. Remember that the job holders rate jobs subjectively, and that, therefore, 
two sets of Identical job characteristics may not have received Identical desirability 
ratings the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS THANK YOU 
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Appendix D 
Questionnaires from Studies II and III 
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IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
JOB DESIRABILIT7 RATING 
EXPERIMENT # 11 
PART II 
The puxpose of this study is to investigate the attitudes, values and abilities 
of college students with particular reference to the desirability rating of a number 
of jobs. This is part II of the study. Only individuals who have previously 
participated in part I are eligible. This part will last about 2 hours and is 
worth 2 experiinental credits. 
At the end of the test booklet you will find IBM answer sheets. They are for 
recording your answers on the last two inventories to be administered this evening, 
the LPC Inventory and the Job Desirability Rating. Please fill in the IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER SECTION OF AIL IBM ANSWER SHEETS at this time. Use the sane 3 digit ID 
number that you used for Part I of this study. Put this 3 digit IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER in the first three blanks in the block in the upper right hand portion of the 
answer sheet. Skip a space. In the next set of blanks number the answer sheets 
1, 2f 3, and U by coloring in the appropriate blank. In the next blank color in 
the blank numbered 2. In the next to the last blank indicate your sex by coloring 
in 1 for MALE and 2 for FEMAI£. In the last blank indicate your class in school 
by coloring in 1 for FRESHMAN, 2 for SOPHOMORE, 3 for JUNIOR, and U for SENIOR. 
Check all the answer sheets and be sure you have colored in the appropriate 
spaces. 
Now order the answer sheets 1, 2, 3, and it and replace them at the end of the 
questionnaire. 
DO NOT WRN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED 
TO DO SO. 
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SKNTKNCK I.'DMPLISTION 
Write two or three sentences in response to each of the sentence items. 
Try to do every one. Be sure to make complete sentences. 
1. Rules 
2. When 1 am in doubt 
3. When I am criticized 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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JOB LIST 
When you think about the various jobs or work positions in the world, 
which ones come to mind eis particularly important. Record these below. Any others? 
1. 26. 
2. 27. 
3. 28. 
4. 29. 
5. 30. 
6. 31. 
7. 32. 
8. 33. 
9. 34. 
10. 35. 
11. 36. 
12. 37. 
13. 38. 
14. 39. 
15. 40. 
16. 41. 
17. 42. 
18. 43. 
19. 44. 
20. 45. 
21. 46. 
22. 47. 
23. 48. 
24. 49. 
25. 50. 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
-2-
131.'OB GROUPS 
Arrange these jobs into groups. Maike as many groups as you can and in 
each one put jobs that have something in common. Below each grovqp record what 
it is the jobs have in common. 
Group ^  Group £ 
In Common In Common 
Group 2 Group ^  
In Common In Common 
Group 2 Group 6 
In Common In Common 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
Group 2 
-.1-
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Group 10 
In Common: 
Group £ 
In Coismon: 
Group 9 
In Canmon: 
In Common: 
Group 11 
In Common: 
Group 12 
In Common: 
GO W TO NEXT PAGE 
-4-
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Group 13 Group 16 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 14 Group 17 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 15 Grow 18 
In Common: In Common; 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
LPC Inventory 
People differ in the ways they think about those with whom they work. This may 
be important in working with others. Please give your immediate, first reaction 
to the items on the following page. 134 
On the following sheet are pairs of words which are opposite in meaning, such as 
Very Neat and Not Neat. You are asked to describe someone with whom you have worked 
by placing an "X" in one of the eight spaces on the line between the two words. 
Each space represents how well the adjective fits the person you are describing, 
as if it were written: 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
7 
Quite 
Neat 
6 
Some­
what 
Neat 
:Not Neat 
5 4 3 2 1 
Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Untidy 
For example s If you were to describe the person with v^om you are able to work 
least well, and you ordineurily think of him as being quite neat, you would put an 
"X" in the second space from the words Very Neat, like this: 
Very Neat: :Not Neat 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite Some- Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
If you ordinarily think of the person with whom you can work least well as being 
only slightly neat, you would put your "X" as follows: 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
Slightly slightly Some-
Neat Untidy what 
Untidy 
:Not Neat 
Quite Very 
Untidy Untidy 
If you would think of him as being very untidy, 
the words Not Neat. 
Very Neat: 
you would use the space nearest 
8 
Very 
Neat 
7 6 
Quite SOTie-
Neat what 
Neat 
:Not Neat 
5 4 3 2 1 
Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Untidy wnat untidy untidy 
Untidy 
Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put in your "X". Please 
remember that there are right or wrong answers. Work rapidly; your first answer is 
likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items, and mark each item only once. 
DO NOT TUPN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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LPC 
Now, think of the person with vriiom you can work least well, 
with now, or he may be someone you knew in the past. 
He may be someone you work 
He does not have to be the person you like least well, but should be the person with 
whom you had the most difficulty in getting a job done. Describe this person as he 
appears to you. 
Pleasant : 
Friendly : 
Rejecting 
Helpful : 
Unenthusiastic: 
Tense : 
Distant ; 
Cold ; 
Cooperative ; 
Supportive : 
Boring ; 
Quarrelsome : 
Self-Assured ; 
Efficient : 
Gloomy ; 
Open : 
JUnpleasant 
Unfriendly 
Accepting 
Frustrating 
Enthusiastic 
Relaxed 
Close 
_:Warm 
Uncoope rative 
Hostile 
Interesting 
Harmonious 
Hesitant 
Inefficient 
Cheerful 
:Guarded 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
IW AN8WU BHSSr INSTRUCmONS FOR LPO INVBITORX 
Um th# mnmwmr #h##t whioh you hav# *lr«*4y numb#r#d a# awbar 1% 9w 
•Mh of th# 16 ItaM on tha UFO Invantoiy (th#y r# vnnvwbmd on %ha iRVORioy 
but traat thorn a# if thoy war* nwborad oonaaoutivaly from tho top to tho botte») 
uoo th# li*#t 8 blank# on tha IBM anawar ahaot aa if thay woro tha ^ ght blank# 
on tha ###!## in th# t##t bookl#t, Blaok#n th# on# whioh oorr##«md# to tho 
#p#e# la whiA yea plaoad ywr "I" in th# Inwmtory in 1h# t##t booklet 
Now Wee Mt th# IBM anovar Bhoata you hav# pr#viowly Buab#rad 2, 3* and 
U« Oh## to mak# #ar# your idantlfioation noabai* i# at th# top of ##A« 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING INSTRUCTIONS 
Collag# adainiatrators avaluata grada point avaragaa, tast scores and letters of 
racommandation to daolda whether an applicant ahould be admitted to achool or not. 
It haa b##n ahown by Roanow at Harvard, and by Atkinson I Gray at Berkeley, that 
thla ability to ua# aaveral pleoes of information and arrive at a valid judgment is 
the most valuable trait that oharaotarizes both deoison makers and creative indlvld-
uala in our aooiaty. Th#s# findings have been replicated widely. We are Intereated 
in thla ability and espaolally in seeing how different groups respond on different 
taaka. Plaaa# indicate on your IBM anawer aheet your present claaa in college. Use 
the last alternative in the IDENTIFICATION NUMBER aaction of the anawer sheet. If 
you are a FKBSHNAN color in choioa It SOPHOMORE choice 2; JUNIOR choice 3; SENIOR 
choice 4. 
Thla ability la alao uaed when ooUege students make vocational choices by forming 
impresaiona about the deairability of jobs. We do this ly examining a job in terms 
of certain job charactariatioa, and then combining these separate evaluatlona into a 
single overall rating of the joh*# daairability. For our study, we will project 100 
slides, each r#pap###nting a job. On each slide there are 2 dimensions and for each 
of the## dim#n#lon# there is a numerical value ranging from 1 to 99: it represents 
the rating of thsft diaanaion for the job presented on the slide. 
Your taak la to atudy the valuea given for each of the dimensions presented. Tvcn 
these, you are to make your vocational choice and decide how desirable each job is. 
You will record your evaluation on the aame 99 point scale using your IBM anawer 
sheet. If you wish to roeord a aingla digit evaluation use only the tight hand 
column on the anowor #h##t. For two digit reaponaea uae both columna. Each row on 
the anouar aheet oorreaponda to one job. 
The aeoond alid# will tall you how people, who later became aucceaaful on that job, 
ratad it thamaalvs# before actually atartlng on the job. Theae people will be called 
"job holder#". 
An Gxsaple ie prssented on tho noKt page. 
sahpij: PRoriLE 
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From the profil* above you know that the PAY is rated about AVERAGE, and the WORKING 
CONDITIONS are rated slightly above AVERAGE. From thse two characteristics you are 
to decide how desireable the job is to you. You will express your evaluation in terms 
of the 99-point scale. For example, if you think the job rates between GOOD and VERY 
GOOD, you might rate it 86. To indicate this value on your IBM answer sheet pick the 
correct row on the answer sheet blacken the 8 in the left hand column of alternatives 
and the 6 in the right hand column of alternatives. Your correctly recorded answer 
would appear as follows; 
7 °  ^:? • 8 r:?:; -A: A. :::1: A. mSm :A ' 
The job holder's slide which you would then see might be as follows: 
'JOB HOlDEMt' RATIM OF M SAMPLE 
45 
RATINE SCALE 
mr M » A " "S« " " & • 
We will present three slides as example before we begin. Then the actual jobs will be 
siiuwii Lo you. Remember that the job holders rate subjectively, and that, therefore, 
two sets of identical job characteristics may not have received identical desirability 
ratings from the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS. THANK YOU 
IDENTIFICATKW NUMBER 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING 
EXPERIMENT # 11 
PART II 
"Die puxpose of this study is to investigate the attitudes, values and abilities 
of college students with particular reference to the desirability rating of a number 
of jobs. This is part II of the study. Only individuals who have previously 
participated in part I are eligible. This part will last about 2 hours and is 
worth 2 e:q>eri]nental credits. 
At the end of the test booklet you will find U IBM answer sheets. They are for 
recording your answers on the last two inventories to be administered this evening, 
the IPC Inventory and the Job Desirability Rating. Please fill in the IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER SECTION OF ALL k IBM MSWER SHEETS at this time. Use the same 3 digit ID 
number that you used for Part I of this study. Put this 3 digit IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER In the first three blanks In the block in the upper right hand portion of the 
answer sheet. Skip a space. In the next set of blanks number the answer sheets 
1, 2, 3, and by coloring in the appropriate blank. In the next blank color in 
the blank numbered 2. In the next to the last blank indicate your sex by coloring 
in 1 for MALE and 2 for FEMALE. In the last blank indicate your class iA school 
by coloring in 1 for FfiESHMAN, 2 for SOPHOMORE, 3 for JUNIOR, and U for SENIOR. 
Check all the answer sheets and be sure you have colored in the appropriate 
spaces. 
Now order the answer sheets 1, 2, 3, and U and replace them at the end of the 
questionnaire. 
DO NOT TORN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED 
TO DO SO. 
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SLN'l'WNCK CDMk'LKTiON 
Write two or three sentences in response to each of the sentence items. 
Try to do every one. Be sure to make ccxuplete sentences. 
1• Rules 
2. When I am in doubt 
3. When I am criticized 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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JOB LIST 
When you think about the various jobs or work positions in the world, 
which ones come to mind as particularly important. Record these below. Any others? 
1. 26. 
2. 27. 
3. 28. 
4. 29. 
5. 30. 
6. 31. 
7. 32. 
8. 33. 
9. 34. 
10. 35. 
11. 36. 
12. 37. 
13. 38. 
14. 39. 
15. 40. 
16. 41. 
17. 42. 
18. 43. 
19. 44. 
ro
 
o
 
45. 
21. 46. 
22. 47. 
23. 48. 
to
 
49. 
25. 50. 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
-2-
141 .108 GRC«irS 
Arrange these jobs into groups. Make as many groups as you can amd in 
each one put jobs that have something in common. Below each grovqp record what 
it is the jobs have in common. 
Group 1 Group 4 
In Common In Common 
Group 2 Group ^  
In Common In Common 
Group 2 Group 6 
In Common In Common 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
Group 2 
In Common: 
Group 8 
In Common: 
Group 9 
In Common: 
142 
Group 10 
In Common: 
Group 11 
In Common: 
Group 12 
In Common: 
GO TO NEXT PAGE 
Group 13 
In Common: 
Group 14 
In Common: 
Group 15 
In Common: 
DO NOT TURN THIS 
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Group 16 
In Common: 
Group 17 
In Common: 
Group 18 
In Common: 
STOP 
PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
LPC Inventory 
People differ in the ways they think about those with whom they work. This may 
be in^ortant in working with others. Please give your immediate, first reaction 
to the items on the following page. 144 
On the following sheet are pairs of words which are opposite in meaning, such as 
Very Neat amd Not Neat. You are asked to describe someone with whom you have worked 
by placing an "X" in one of the eight spaces on the line between the two words. 
Each space represents how well the adjective fits the person you are describing, 
as if it were written: 
Very Neat ; : : ; | : : ; ;Not Neat 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  
Very Quite Some- Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
For example ; If you were to describe the person with whom you are able to work 
least well, and you ordinarily think of him as being quite neat, you would put an 
"X" in the second space from the words Very Neat, like this; 
Very Neat; : X ; : ; ; : 
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Very Quite Some­ Slightly Slightly Some­ Quite Very 
Neat Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
:Not Neat 
If you ordinarily think of the person with whom you can work least well as being 
only slightly neat, you would put your "X" as follows: 
Very Neat; 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
Slightly Slightly Some-
Neat Untidy what 
Untidy 
:Not Neat 
Quite Very 
Untidy Untidy 
If you would think of him as being very untidy, you would use the space nearest 
the words Not Neat. 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
7 6 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
Slightly Slightly 
3 
Some-
Untidy 
:Not Neat 
2 
Quite 
1 
Very 
Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put in your "X". Please 
remember that there are no right or wrong answers. Work rapidly; your first answer is 
likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items, and mark each item only once. 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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LPC 
Now, think of the person with whom you can work least well, 
with now, or he may be someone you knew in the past. 
He may be someone you work 
He does not have to be the person you like least well, but should be the person with 
whom you had the most difficulty in getting a job done. Describe this person as he 
appears to you. 
Pleasant 
Friendly : 
Rejecting : 
Helpful 
Unenthusiastic : _ 
Tense : 
Distant : 
Cold : 
Cooperative : 
Supportive : 
Boring : 
Quarrelsome : 
Self-Assured : 
Efficient : 
Gloomy : 
Open 
:Unpleasant 
Unfriendly 
Accepting 
Frustrating 
Enthusiastic 
Relaxed 
:Close 
_:Warm 
Uncooperative 
Hostile 
Interesting 
Harmonious 
:Hesitant 
Inefficient 
Cheerful 
:Guarded 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
IBM ANSWER SKSi? INSTRUCTIONS FOR LPO INVWTOMr 
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Urn# th« ênamr «h##% «hloh you hmv* nwmbwKi #@ RMiAw 1% Hf 
•Mh of A# 16 XUm 0» %h« MO Xnvwtoiy (th#y &r# ww$w*#fW #m 
ba% tmt %h#m «• If %h#y w» ny*b#r#d oonaMutlvttV Ax* %h% Wp t# ??• ,^îî*' 
UM the tif% 8 blank! en the XW mnwer #h##i «• if they w#M the eight Umkt 
w th# eoeXee in the te#t beokUt. Sleeken the one vhieh oorre^cnda to the 
#p#ee in vhieh you i^eoed your in the îaTentory in the taet booklet 
Nov take out the ISM enmmr aheeta you have previously numbered 2, 3, and 
U» Cheek to sake #ure your identification number ie at tiM top of eaoh. 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING INSTRUCTIONS 
College adniniatrators evaluate grade point averages» test scores and letters of 
recommendation to decide whether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. 
It haa been shown by Rosnow at Harvard, and by Atkinson & Gray at Berkeley, that 
thie ability to use aeveral pieces of information and arrive at a valid judgment is 
the most valuable trait that characterizes both decison makers and creative individ­
uals in our society. These findings have been replicated widely. We are Interested 
in thie ability and especially in seeing how different groups respond on different 
tasks. Please indicate on your IBM answer sheet your present class in college. Use 
the last alternative in the IDENTIFICATION NUMBER section of the answer sheet. If 
you are a FRESHMAN color in choice 1; SOPHOMORE choice 2; JUNIOR ohoioe 3; SENIOR 
choice if. 
This ability is also used when college students make vocational choices by forming 
impressions about the desirability of jobs. We do this by examining a job in terms 
of certain job characteristics, asd then combining these separate evaluations into a 
single overall rating of the joh'e desirability. For our study, we will project 100 
slides, each representing a job. On each slide there are 7 dimensions and for each 
of these dinenaions there is a numerical value ranging Arom 1 to 99: it represents 
the rating of that dimeneion for the job presented on the slide. 
Your task is to study the values given for each of the dimensions presented. From 
these, you are to make your vocational choice and decide how desirable each job is. 
You «fill record your evaluation on the same 99 point scale using your IBM answer 
sheet. If you wish to record a single digit evaluation use only the tight hand 
column on the answer sheet. For two digit responses use both columns. Each row on 
the answer sheet corresponds to one job. 
The eecond slid# will tell you how people, who later became successful on that job, 
rated it themMives before actually starting on the job. These people will be called 
"job holders". 
An example is presented on the next page. 
SAMPLE PROFILE 
1 4 7  
«dMDPLfl 
// 
/ •'/ / /  /  / 
S9 es 57 56 60 65 56 
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MB un « omu MTM or m mfmum mm m ou. 
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From the profile above you know that OPPORTUNITY FOR GROWTH AND ADVANCEMENT is rated 
between POOR AND AVERAGE, SUPERVISOR-EMPLOYEE RELATIONS are rated low GOOD, PAY is 
rated high POOR, FELLOW EMPLOYEES are rated slightly above AVERAGE, SECURITY is rated 
between AVERAGE and GOOD, JOB DEMANDS are rated low GOOD, and WORKING CONDITIONS are 
rated slightly above AVERAGE. From these seven characteristics you are to decide how 
desirable the job is to you. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 99-point 
scale. For example, if you think the job rates between GOOD and VERY GOOD, you might 
rate it 86. To indicate this value on your IBM answer sheet pick the correct row on 
the answer sheet and blacken the 8 in the left hand column of alternatives and the 6 
in the right hand column of alternatives. Your answer would then appear as follows: 
1 2 s 4 • « 7 a 9 y 0 i 2 ...9. 4 * ...7. * 
The job holder's slide which you would than see might be as follows; 
•JOI MOUW MTIM or M SAMPLE 
45 
MTIMSCMX 
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We will present three slides as examples before we begin. Then the actual jobs will be 
shown to you. Remember xhat the job Iiolder-s rate jcbs subjectively, and that^ therefore; 
two sets of identical job characteristics may not have received identical desirability 
ratings from the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS THANK YOU 
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IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
JOB DESIRABIUTÏ RATING 
EXPERIMENT # 11 
PART II 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the attitudes, values and abilities 
of college students with particular reference to the desirability rating of a number 
of jobs. This is part II of the study. Only individuals vho have previously 
participated in part I are eligible. This part will last about 2 hours and is 
worth 2 experimental credits. 
At the end of the test booklet you will find U IBM answer sheets. They are for 
recording your answers on the last two inventories to be administered this evening, 
the LPC Inventory and the Job Desirability Rating. Please fill in the IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER SECTION OF ALL U IBM ANSWER SHEETS at this time. Use the same 3 digit ID 
number that you used for Part I of this study. Put this 3 digit IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER in the first three blanks in the block in the upper right hand portion of the 
answer sheet. Skip a space. In the next set of blanks number the answer sheets 
1, 2, 3, and U by coloring in the appropriate blank. In the next blank color in 
the blank numbered 2. In the next to the last blank indicate your sex by coloring 
in 1 for MALE and 2 for FEMALE. In the last blank indicate your class in school 
by coloring in 1 for FRESHMAN, 2 for SOPHOMORE, 3 for JUNIOR, and k for SENIOR. 
Check all the answer sheets and be sure you have colored in the appropriate 
spaces. 
Now order the answer sheets 1, 2, 3, and U and replace them at the end of the 
questionnaire. 
DO NOT TORN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED 
TO DO SO. 
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hiliNTKNCK UOMPLKTION 
Write two or three sentences in response to each of the sentence items. 
Try to do every one. Be sure to make complete sentences. 
1. Rules 
2. When I am in doubt 
3. When I am criticized 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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JOB LIST 
When you think about the various jobs or work positions in the world, 
which ones come to mind as particularly important. Record these below. Any others? 
1. 26. 
2. 27. 
3. 28. 
4. 29. 
5. 30. 
6. 31. 
7. 32. 
8. 33. 
9. 34. 
10. 35. 
11. 36. 
12. 37. 
13. 38. 
14. 39. 
15. 40. 
16. 41. 
17. 42. 
18. 43. 
19. 44. 
20. 45. 
21. 46. 
22. 47. 
23. 48. 
24. 49. 
25. 50. 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
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Arrange these jobs into groups. Hake as many groups aa you can and in 
each one put jobs that have something in common. Below each grovqp record what 
it is the jobs have in common. 
Group 1^ Group 4 
In Common: In Common 
Group 2 Group ^  
In Common In Common: 
Group ^  Group 6 
In Common In Common 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
Group 2 
In Common: 
Group 8 
In Common: 
Group 9 
In Common: 
152 
Group 10 
In Common: 
Group 11 
In Common: 
Group 12 
In Common: 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
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Group 13 Grow 16 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 14 Group 17 
In Common: In Common: 
Group 15 Group 18 
In Common: In CooBDcm: 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
LPC Inventory 
People differ in the ways they think about those with whom they work. This may 
be important in working with others. Please give your immediate, first reaction 
to the items on the following page. 154 
On the following sheet are pairs of words which are opposite in meaning, such as 
Very Neat and Not Neat. You are asked to describe someone with whom you have worked 
by placing an "X" in one of the eight spaces on the line between the two words. 
Each space represents how well the adjective fits the person you are describing, 
as if it were written: 
Very Neat; ; : : { ; : ; ;Not Neat 
8  7  6  5  4  3  2 1  
Very Quite Some- Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Neat what Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Neat Untidy 
For example ; If you were to describe the person with vAiom you are eOsle to work 
least well, and you ordinarily think of him as being quite neat, you would put an 
"X" in the second space from the words Very Neat, like this: 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite 
Neat 
:Not Neat 
Some- Slightly Slightly Some­
what Neat Untidy what 
Neat Untidy 
Quite 
Untidy 
Very 
Untidy 
If you ordinarily think of the person with whom you can work least well as being 
only slightly neat, you would put your "X" as follows: 
Very Neat: 
8 
Very 
Neat 
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
Slightly Slightly Some-
Neat Untidy what 
Untidy 
:Not Neat 
Quite Very 
Untidy Untidy 
If you would think of him as being very untidy, you would use the space nearest 
the words Not Neat. 
Very Neat: :Not Neat 
8 
Very 
Neat 
7  6  
Quite Some-
Neat what 
Neat 
5  4  3  2  1  
Slightly Slightly Some- Quite Very 
Neat Untidy what Untidy Untidy 
Untidy 
Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put in your "X". Please 
remember that there are no right or wrong answers. Work rapidly; your first answer is 
likely to be the best. Please do not omit any items, and mark each item only once. 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
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LPC 
Now, think of the person with whom you can work least well, 
with now, or he may be someone you knew in the past. 
He may be someone you work 
He does not have to be the person you like least well, but should be the person with 
whom you had the most difficulty in getting a job done. Describe this person as he 
appears to you. 
Pleasant : 
Friendly : 
Rejecting : 
Helpful : 
Unenthus ias tic: 
Tense : 
Distant : 
Cold : 
Cooperative : 
Supportive ; 
Boring : 
Quarrelsome 
Self-Aasured ; 
Efficient ; 
Gloomy : 
Open 
:Unpleasant 
jUnfriendly 
Accepting 
Frustrating 
Enthusiastic 
Relaxed 
Close 
_:Warm 
Uncooperative 
Hostile 
Interesting 
Harmonious 
Hesitant 
J Inefficient 
JCheerful 
:Guarded 
STOP 
DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO 
XBN ANSWIR SHBS7 INSTRUOTIONS FOR LFO 1NVW10RX 
Um th# «MWMr #h##t vhioh you hav# #lr*#dy nwmb#r#d ## nwtor 1% For 
MOh of th# 16 ItflM on th# XK Inventoxy (they #r# unnuatoMPtd «ft th# InTWtoiy 
but tz«#t th#a ## If th#y w#r# n\wbor#d Qon##outlv#]iy from th# tcp to th# bottom) 
ua# th# first 8 blank# on th# lEK #naw#r #h##t a# if thagr v#r# th# «ight blanka 
en th# ###!## in th# teat bookl#t, Blaokan th# on# whioh oorr#a#end# to th# 
spaoe in «btmh yoa placed your "X* la the Awamtozy in th# t#at bookl#t 
No* tak# out th# IBM anawar aheata you have previoualy numbered Z, 3, and 
U« Chook to mako aura your idantifioation number ia at th# top of each. 
JOB DESIRABILITY RATING INSTRUCTIONS 
College adniniatratora evaluate grade point averagea, teat scorea and letters of 
recommendation to decide whether an applicant should be admitted to school or not. 
It has been ehown by Rosnow at Harvard, and by Atkinson & Gray at Berkeley, that 
this ability to uae aeveral piecee of information and arrive at a valid judgment is 
the most valuable trait that characterizes both deoison makers and creative individ-
uala in our aociety. Theae findinga have been replicated widely. We are interested 
in thia ability and eapeoially in aeeing how different groupa reapond on different 
taaka. Pleaae indicate on your IBM answer sheet your present claaa in college. Use 
the laat altammtiv# in the ïôâfTZFICATION NUMBER aoction of the aaawer aheet. If 
you are a FRS8I0IAN color in choice 1& SOPHOMORE choice 2; JUNIOR choice 3; SENIOR 
choice 4. 
Thia ability ia alao uaed when oollege students make vocational choices by forming 
ixqwesaiona about the deairability of jobs. We do this by examining a job in terms 
of certain job chmracteriatica, and then combining theae separate evaluations into a 
single overall rating of the joh'a deairability. For our study, w# will projoct 100 
alidea, each repreaenting a job. On each slide there are 12 dimenaions and for each 
of theae dlaenaiona ther# ia a numerical value ranging from 1 to 99: it repreaenta 
the rating of that dimenaion for the job preaented on the slide. 
Your taak is to study the values given for each of the dimensions presented. From 
these, you are to make your vocational choice and decide how deairable each job is. 
You will record your evaluation on the same 99 point scale uaing your IBM answer 
sheet. If you wiah to record a single digit evaluation uae only the tiiht hand 
column on the anawar aheat. For two digit reaponaea uae both coluama. Each row on 
the anawar sh##t ooiveaponda to one job. 
The second alld# will tall you how people, who later became auooaaaful on that job, 
rated it thema#MM b#f6p# actually atarting on the job. Theae peopl# will b# called 
"job holdera". 
An exampl# i# pmaantad on th# n#xt page. 
SAMPLL PKunu: 
1 5 7  
' SMWLf 
//// 
86 56 40 42 37 SB BO 42 64 ea 68 «0 
ua » w MM a MBuan w «m • * i-M nu «• « MM 
«•«•untaannau M wiiw 
«• UN M nmu tHTW V M mmmm KM Mi wu. 
Jl-A A * * * * * * # # 
From the profile above you know that WORKING CONDITIONS are rated slightly above POOR, 
ADEQUACY OF COMMUNICATION is rated slightly above AVERAGE, FELLOW EMPLOYEES are rated 
between AVERAGE and POOR, SUPERVISOR-EMPLOYEE RELATIONS are rated low AVERAGE, SECURITY 
is rated slightly above POOR, OPPORTUNITY FOR GROWTH AND ADVANCEMENT is rated slightly 
above AVERAGE, JOB DEMANDS are rated AVERAGE, EMPLOYEE BENEFITS are rated low AVERAGE, 
TECHNICAL COMPETENCE OF SUPERVISOR is rated low GOOD, EFFECTIVENESS OF ADMINISTRATION is 
rated low GOOD, STATUS AND RECOGNITION is rated about the same-low GOOD, and PAY is rated 
between AVERAGE and GOOD. From these twelve characteristics you are to decide how desir­
able the job is to you. You will express your evaluation in terms of the 99-point scale. 
For example, if you think the job rates between GOOD and VERY GOOD, you might rate it 
86. To indicate this value on your IBM answer sheet pick the correct row on the answer 
sheet and blacken the 8 in the left hand column of alternatives and the 6 in the right 
hand column of alternatives. Your answer would then appear as follows: 
; V zz l zz  4  zzzzz  zzzzz  : : : :  :  :  :  
The job holder's slide which you would then see might be as follows: 
'J* HOUfRS' RAnM or JOB SAMPLE 
45 
MTin SCMI 
•• A " «a." " A tmrem 
We will present three slides as examples before we begin. Then the actual jobs will be 
shown to you. Remember thax the job lioluers rate jobs Gubjcctively, and th?t; fherefore. 
two sets of identical job characteristics may not have received identical desirability 
ratings from the job holders. 
PLEASE COMPLETE ALL THE ITEMS. THANK YOU 
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appendix E 
Coded X Matrix and Cell Frequencies from Study I. 
I  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C O O Q O O O O O O O O O O O O U  
Z O C O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O t O O O O O U  
s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0 0 u  
9  O C O O O O O C O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O L O O O U  
s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  L  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  L  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  L O L O O O  I O L O O O U  
E  O C O O C O O O O I O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O O O O O O O L  l O O O O U O O O L l  
£  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 O I L  
8  0 0 0 0 C O O O O O L O O O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O O O O L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L O O L O O L O O L O O L L  
e  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O C O L O C O C C O O O O L O L O O O 1 0 L O O L l  
L  O C O O C O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O L O L L  
6  O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O C O O O L O O O L O L O O O L O L L  
8  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C O O O O O L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L O O L 0 0  L O O  L O U  
t 7  O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O L O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O C O L O O O O O L O L O O O L O L O L L  
IZ I  C O O  c o o  0  L O O O  t o  0 0  L O O O  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  t O O O t  0 0 0 1  O O O t  0  t O t  0 1 0 1 0  L O U  
t 7  O L  0 0 0 0 0  O O L  C O O L  0 0  L  0 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  C O O  O L O  O O L  O O L O O O O L L O L O O L L O L O L L  
£  O C C O O O O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O L O O O O O L L O O O O L  L O L L  
9 1  0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L O L O O O O L O O O O L O O O O O O C L O L C G C C L O O L O O L L O L O O L  L O L L  
5  O C O L O O O C O O & L O L O O O L O O O O O t O O O O O O O L O L O O O L O O O L O L L O O L O L L O t  L  
C  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O t 0 0 0 O O L L L  
t ?  0  0  C O  C O O  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  L O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O  0 0 0  t o  0 0 0 0  t O O O O L  L O O O O L L L  
t ?  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O L  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C L  O O O O O L  O O O L O L O O O L L t  
t7  0  0  0 0  0 0 0  C O O O O O O O O O  O L O O O O O O  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  O O L  0 0 0  L  O O L  O O L  O O L  L L  
17 L  0 0 0 0  L  O O O L  0 0 0 0 0  L O O O L  0 0 0 0 0 L O C O L  0 0 0 0 0 L O O O L O L O L  O O L  L O L O O L  L t  
6  0 C C O O t O O O t 0 0 0 0 0  t o o t 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 O O O L 0 0 0 O O L O O L O O L I O O L O L L O O L L t  
e  O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O t O O O O O O O O O C O O O O O O C O O t O O O L O L O O O L O L L l  
6  0 C O O  C O t C O O L 0 0 0 L O 0 0 O L 0 0 0 0 0 0 L O O O L 0 0 0 L O O O O L t o o  t o t  t o o L O L  U  
S  O O O O O O O L O O O L O O O ^ O O g i O O O O O O O l O g O l O O O l O O O L O l O l O L O l O ^ O l ^ t  
A o u a n b e j j  X  p s p o o  
ITS3 
6 9 L  
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Cell 
Coded X Matrix Continued Frequency 
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 2  
1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 3  
1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1  
1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  9  
1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 1  
1 0 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  4  
1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 5  
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  9  
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  4  
1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 0  
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  2 1  
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  7  
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  2 3  
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  3 7  
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 2  
1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 4  
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  3 0  
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  5  
1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  5  
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 6  
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1  
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O O C O O O  9  
1 0 0 0  0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 4  
1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  2  
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  9  
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 5  
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 0  
